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EDITOR’S NOTE 


FR GUMPEL’s study requires a word of introduction. The theological 
articles in this REVIEW have generally, if not always, been of a 
speculative kind. While attending to the voice of tradition and 
authority, our writers have aimed to show the wider implications of 
revealed doctrine. In the present work, however, the reasoning is 
limited strictly to methodology: that is, to ascertaining precisely 
the bearing, on a particular problem, of authoritative pronounce- 
ments and theological tradition. It is that rare thing —rare, at 
least, as far as journals of this kind go—an essay in positive 
theology: which is more than the mere setting-out of texts, yet stops 
short of the wider sweep of speculation. Thus, for example, the 
suggestive parallel between the subject under discussion and the 
large development that theology has made in relation to the dictum 
‘extra ecclesiam nulla salus’ is clearly indicated but not explored 
further. 

In conclusion, we owe to our regular subscribers an apology for 
a number so exclusive in its interest, at the expense even of the 
usually extensive review section. We assure them that no change 
of policy is intended, and that the present number is wholly 
exceptional. We have felt justified in making this departure owing 
fo the special interest of the subject and the exceptional value of 
Fr Gumpel’s work. 
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UNBAPTIZED INFANTS: MAY THEY 
BE SAVED? 


by 
PETER GUMPEL, S.J. 


GENERAL INTRODUCTION 


HE lot of those countless infants who die in countries where: 

the Gospel has been sufficiently preached? and who did not 

receive Baptism in re (baptism visibly administered in water), 
or baptism in blood (violent death in odium fidei or true martyrdom 
as in the case of the Innocents), has of late been the subject of much 
discussion between Catholic theologians. The basic point at issue: 
concerns the question whether Catholics are obliged to hold that 
these infants will certainly and perpetually be excluded from the 
beatific vision, or whether they are free either to reserve judgement: 
or even to envisage a more “benign’ solution. 

The perpetual exclusion of these infants from the beatific vision: 
is defended as an at least theologically certain thesis by the vast 
majority of contemporary theologians and can rightly be called! 
the traditional or classic view. The opposition raised against this 
thesis and its alleged theological certainty is of comparatively late 
origin, and it is only in our times that it has obtained a somewhat 


*While limiting my enquiry to the lot of infants dying in countries where the Gospel 
has been sufficiently promulgated, 1 do not, of course, intend to suggest that all infants 
dying without Baptism in re outside these countries, are ipso facto lost. Quite the 
contrary. There is a general agreement of theologians to the effect of there being in 
their case a remedy against original sin other than Baptism in re. 

(a) The existence of such a remedy — which is called ‘remedium naturae’ or 
‘remedium legis naturae’, so as to distinguish it-from any remedy ordained by 
positive Divine Law — is generally postulated on account of the universal 
salvific will of God: 

‘Déduction communément enseignée. — II existait, sous la loi de nature, 
un reméde du péché originel en faveur des enfants. . . 

Existence. — Elle se fonde sur le principe indiscutable de la volonté salvifique 
universelle. Les enfants ne pouvant rien par eux — mémes pour leur salut, il 
faut que le secours leur vienne d’ailleurs. Dieu devait donc rendre possible 
a ces enfants, par l’aide et le soin des adultes a qui ils étaient confiés, la rémission 
du péché originel. La circoncision pouvait étre un de ces moyens; mais elle 
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larger following. Hence the question whether the doubts formulated 


against the traditional view may be considered a legitimate expression 
of Catholic belief. 

To plead for the legitimacy of a theological thesis implies first 
of all an investigation into its relationships to the official doctrine 
of the Church: whether it is in conformity with or at least not in 
Opposition to any explicit or implicit doctrine of Scripture and 
Tradition ; any authoritative pronouncements of the Magisterium 
in its manifold applications; or any common and_ unerring 
consensus theologorum. If a new doctrine is found to be in 
contradiction with any of these sources of infallible or certain 
theological knowledge, its fate is sealed and nothing remains but 
to list it among the errors opposed to the teaching of the Catholic 
Church. 


n’avait lieu que pour les enfants males des Juifs et seulement huit jour aprés 
leur naissance; donc pour tous les autres enfants, il fallait un autre moyen de 
salut. En absence de textes scripturaires sur l’existence de ces remédes, les 
Péres n’ont pas hésité a admettre cette existence, précisément en raison de la 
*volonté salvifique de Dieu.’ (A. Michel, ‘Sacrements préchrétiens’, D.T.C., 
t. XIV, c. 647-8.) 

(b) As to the exact nature and working of this remedium naturae there is no theological 

agreement. 
To-day it is more commonly believed that an internal act of faith on the part 
of the parents (which would include an at least implicit faith in the coming of 
the Redeemer) is not sufficient but that it should be accompanied by an outward 
and visible sign or oblation. (Michel, art. cit., c. 648-52.) 

(c) Is the remedium naturae still operative to-day? This question has to be reduced 
to the difficult problem whether the Gospel has to-day everywhere been 
sufficiently promulgated. On this question, it is hardly possible to pronounce 
oneself with absolute certainty: 

‘YEvangile doit-il etre considéré aujourd hui comme promulgué partout et 
pour tous les hommes? Question bien obscure, insoluble méme, et dans 
laquelle il est difficile de prendre une position nette.’ (A. Michel, art. cit., c. 653.) 

‘d) The remedium naturae and the modern discussions concerning the necessity of 
infants receiving Baptism in re. 

It will be clear from the above remarks why the modern discussions on the 
necessity of infants receiving Baptism in re are limited to the case of infants 
dying in countries ‘where the Gospel has been sufficiently promulgated’. 

A mere clarification of what is meant by a ‘sufficient promulgation’ of the Gospel 
would not appear to solve the modern problem, since one will have to admit that 
such a promulgation exists at least in a good number of countries where, nevertheless, 
children die unbaptized in re — (cfr. e.g. the Tridentine formula: ‘quae quidem 
ranslatio [to the state of justification] post evangelium promulgatum sine lavacro 

egenerationis aut eius voto fieri non potest’, Denz., n. 796). 

‘It has, on the other hand, been pointed out frequently that infants dying under 
what is called the ‘lex naturae’ would appear to have had, at least in certain cases, 
1 better chance of being saved than children dying under the ‘lex Baptismi’. It cannot, 
1owever, be my task to enter here into a discussion of this important consideration, 
ince I am here exclusively pre-occupied with an exact delineation of the modern 
tatus quaestionis. 
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What can be said in this respect about the view that it is at least 
not theologically certain that unbaptized infants are necessarily 
excluded from the beatific vision? Its opponents maintain that 
such views go counter to the revealed doctrine of the necessity of 
Baptism, to the constant tradition of the Church, to Councils and 
Popes and, of course, also to the unerring agreement of all 
generations of theologians.. They conclude therefore that the 
‘doubts’ expressed by the exponents of the liberal view are for 
these reasons absolutely untenable, temerarious, erroneous in fide or 
even heretical. 

These are, of course, serious charges, and it is therefore easy to 
understand that the defenders of the liberal view are sparing no 
effort to clear their opinions from such censures. Have they succeeded 
in proving adequately that the traditional view on the perpetual 
loss of these infants is not a theologically certain thesis, and that 
it can therefore freely be called in doubt? 

In my judgement, no such proof has so far been provided, even 
though it must be admitted that many valuable suggestions have 
been made which seem to demand a careful re-examination of the 
whole extremely complex problem, as well as— at least in part — 
a revision of the arguments usually adduced in defence of the 
traditional view. It can and must be said at the same time that 
not a few of those writers who in recent times have censured the 
modern doubts on the traditional view, have in actual fact either 
completely ignored or else seriously underestimated the importance 
of the points really at issue in the modern controversies. This 
procedure certainly tends to cause confusion or even bitterness, 
and hence is truly regrettable. If one wants to give an objective, 
balanced account and a scientific appreciation of the modern doubts 
about the traditional view and its nota theologica, it is surely not 
enough to confine oneself to the examination of some rather extreme, 
real or imagined, positions and then to conclude that any doubts 
whatever, real or imagined, are untenable. There are certainly many 
ways in which the modern doubts on the traditional thesis have been 
or could be proposed, and since it seems only fair to give the more 
carefully argued positions an adequate chance of being examined, 
care should be taken to dissociate these accurately and persistently 
from some less prudent speculations in this field. 
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It seems to me, therefore, indispensable to draw attention right 
tom the beginning to this vital distinction, by suggesting a few 
riteria by which the more carefully argued positions — the only 
ones which call for further investigation —can be distinguished 
tom the more crude opinions which have no theological weight. 


1. Doubts about the traditional position can be expressed without 
denying or imperilling the orthodox Catholic teaching on original 
sin. 

It is, of course, absolutely essential to admit: 

(a) that none of these infants is conceived without the stain of 

original sin; 

(b) that the presence of unforgiven original sin is incompatible 

with the attainment of the beatific vision; 

(c) that, in consequence, no infant will be admitted to the 

beatific vision unless it be cleansed from original sin. 

These admissions draw a sharp line between the Pelagian 

speculations on the lot of infants dying unbaptized and the more 
sober suggestions of later Catholic writers. 


2. Doubts on the traditional position concerning the lot of infants 
dying unbaptized can be expressed without denying or imperilling 
the orthodox Catholic teaching on the necessity of being cleansed 
from original sin through Baptism. 

It is, of course, absolutely essential to admit that in the present 
yrder of God’s providence and after sufficient preaching of the 
Gospel, there is no regularly operative means of being cleansed 
rom original sin other than Baptism, either received in re or 
n blood or in voto. 

This admission draws a line of distinction between the more 
arefully argued positions, and the very rare attempts to suggest 
1 regularly operative means of salvation for these infants, 
ndependent of baptism and completely outside it. 

In distinction from this impossible view, the more balanced 
irguments ask whether Baptism visibly administered in water is in 
he case under consideration the only real means of salvation, or 
whether it may be suggested that Baptism in voto is regularly 
yperative in the given circumstances: Baptism in voto, which — 
srecisely as in the case of adults — far from being an independent 
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means of salvation would, on the contrary, derive all its salutary, 
effects from Baptism in re to which it is said to refer. 


3. The more balanced arguments are not just a-prioristic 
speculations which ignore or are unconcerned with the positive 
and historical arguments usually adduced against an attempt to 
overthrow the traditional view; much less are they the result of 
untheological sentimentalism. 


Any suggestion of a regularly operative means of salvation for 
these infants, other than Baptism in re, goes counter to what was 
generally and is still widely believed to be an at least theologically 
certain doctrine. It should therefore be understood, and has indeed 
been understood by the more theologically minded opponents of 
the traditional view, that the only decisive argument in favour of 
the suggested Baptism of desire for these infants, must be a most 
extensive and detailed historical research. From this research it 
would have to be clear that the proposed doubts do not contradict 
any of the sources of infallible or certain theological knowledge, 
and that these latter on the contrary leave open the possibility of 
such a regularly operative baptism of desire. 

This remark implies a distinction between the modern opponents 
of the traditional view who have rightly concentrated on the study 
of the positive and historical evidence, and those others, alas not 
a few, who appear to have neglected this fundamental question, 
while devoting their energy to what seem to be questions of secondary 
importance. Many theories have indeed been proposed concerning 
the possible structure and working of baptism of desire in infants: 
in voto parentum, in voto Ecclesiae, in voto of the infants themselves 
(the illumination? theory, in its various forms) and many arguments 


* Supernatural illumination of the intellect and ‘subsequent’ free supernatural choice 
of the will in the actual moment of death; hence the possibility of Baptism of desire 
just as in any other morally adult person. There are various types of such illumination 
theories, and one cannot condemn them all by the refutation of some cruder positions. 
Particularly inept is the refutation which asserts that such an illumination of the soul 
by God in the actual moment of death would be ‘miraculous’, a statement not rarely 
found in the writings of the defenders of the classic view. The more representative types 
of illumination theories proceed from quite different presuppositions. Cfr. besides 
the articles of Mgr Glorieux to be quoted below, the study of Fr Karl Rahner, s.J., 
‘Ziir Theologie des Todes’ in Synopsis. Studien aus Medizin und Naturwissenschaft. 3; 
Hamburg, 1949, pp. 87-112; both authors are not directly concerned with the 
problem of dying infants, bu their suggestions on the theology of death are highly 
relevant for a right appreciation of what an ‘illumination theory ‘could and perhaps 
should contribute to the study of our problem. 
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have been proposed with the intention of proving the suitability 
or even the necessity of such baptism of desire on account of the 
universal salvific will of God, or the solidarity of every existing 
human being with Christ, Head and Redeemer of our fallen human 
race; or again on account of the conquering power of grace more 
abundant than sin, and in this order of God’s providence offered 
to every human being as a truly and proximately sufficient grace of 
salvation, etc., etc. Interesting as these arguments may be, they 
can — merely taken by themselves — nevertheless not justify a 
denial of the traditional thesis, because all the criteria of our 
theological reasoning will have to be found finally in the totality of 
positive data of revelation as understood and taught by the Church. 
Tf therefore, these data oblige us to adhere to the traditional thesis 
on the loss of all infants unbaptized in re—and this is the 
fundamental point at issue, as is repeated again and again by the 
defenders of the classic view — all the above mentioned theological 
speculations, far from overthrowing any of these data, should on 
the contrary be modified by them. 


4. The degree of certainty with which the traditional views are 
denied or called in doubt. 


Even if it should be established that the authoritative positive 
sources of theological science do leave room for the suggestion that 
baptism of desire may be regularly operative in the case of these 
infants — and I do not think that one can prudently claim that 
this has been proved so far — even then it would still have to be 
understood that the traditional thesis on the non-salvation of 
these infants could not be excluded with certainty. The new 
suggestions would even then remain in the order of pure hypotheses, 
unless and until they could in their turn claim to be founded on an 
argumentum auctoritatis in one form or another. Since this is at 
present completely out of the question, it follows that a truly 
prudent opponent of the traditional view would under no account 
say that these unbaptized infants can certainly attain to the beatific 
vision, let alone that they do certainly attain to it. He would, on the 
contrary, content himself with asking tentatively whether the positive 
sources of Catholic doctrine do indeed justify the assertion that it is 
theologically certain that these infants certainly cannot attain to 
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the beatific vision. One may go still further and maintain that a 
truly prudent theologian would not depart from this cautious 
formulation, even if his exhaustive and most accurate studies of all 
the positive evidence had convinced him of the tenability of the 
doubts on the traditional thesis and its alleged theological certainty. 
Even then he would feel inclined to present his findings modestly 
and cautiously to his fellow-experts, rather than to allow himself 
to rely too much on his own judgement, which, after all, would go 
counter to an ancient and deeply rooted conviction of so many 
and such outstanding Catholic theologians. 


5. The obligation of baptizing infants as soon as possible. 


As far as I know only one publication, against the traditional 
view, has made the serious mistake of suggesting that the obligation 
of baptizing infants as soon as possible is really no longer as 
urgent as was hitherto believed. There are, however, a few isolated 
indications that some readers of articles in which the liberal view was 
expounded, came, almost certainly against the intention of the 
authors in question, to such unjustifiable conclusions. On account 
of these dangerous symptoms, even though few in number, a 
distinction should also be made between those authors who not 
only state explicitly that such practical conclusions are intolerable, 
and who moreover give full reasons why this is so, and others whe 
are cither silent on the matter or who at least do not take enough 
trouble to warn their readers with regard to it. In fact, it should 
always be pointed out, as has been done very frequently, that by 
reason of the lack of certainty both as regards the existence and 
infallible efficacy of any of the suggested means of salvation other 
than Baptism in re, the obligation to do everything in one’s power 
to secure heaven for these infants by incorporating them through 
the infallible means of baptism in re into the visible Body of Christ, 
is in no way whatever lessened on account of the modern discussions. 

In this context it should not be forgotten that baptism in re is, 
even in the case of the best-disposed adult, the only secure, infallible 
and positively ordained means of being sufficiently linked with the 
visible Church, the only arca salutis, and that baptism of desire is 
ontologically directed towards the sacramentum in re as towards 
its end and source. Especially in view of the fact that the utility and 
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lecessity of infant baptism is to-day so widely discussed outside the 
-atholic Church, it would be deplorable if some less prudent attacks 
mn the traditional view were to give the impression of under- 
mphasizing the obligation of baptizing infants as soon as possible, 
or, in general, of not stressing sufficiently the outward and visible 
lements of the Incarnation and the Church, of sacramental 
neorporation into the latter and of our share in achieving this. 


6. Doubts concerning the classic view and its alleged theological 
certainty do not necessarily extend to all categories of infants 
dying in the described circumstances. 


The distinction between children dying in the womb and those 
dying after birth is classic and of great importance for a right 
evaluation of several ecclesiastical documents, particularly of 
earlier times. 

The distinction between children of Christian or even fervent 
Catholic parents and those born out of other legal or illegal 
relationships has also been made in the controversies, as well as 
the distinction between children dying naturally and those dying 
a violent death (abortion etc.) Finally, attention has been drawn 
to the question whether there was in any given case a real physical 
possibility of baptizing the child in water, or not (contempt of 
baptism, culpable negligence, etc.). 

All these qualifications do, of course, require careful consideration, 
and should not be neglected in any serious historical investigation 
of the doubts about the theological certainty of the traditional view 
that all categories of these infants will be lost. These qualified 
positions cannot simply be refuted by saying that, according to the 
Council of Florence, we are obliged to hold that there are at least 
some souls dying in the state of unforgiven original sin, or again 
by saying that the condemnation of the jansenist synod of Pistoia 
obliges us to hold the existence of Limbo and hence the factual 
Jamnation of at least some of these infants. It should at the same 
time be realized that some of these qualified positions, far from 
lessening the appreciation of and zeal for infant-baptism, rather 
rend to increase and promote them. 

These few introductory remarks will suffice then, I hope, as a 
warning against a too easy and superficial rendering of the ‘liberal 
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theory’, and will make it clear that there is great need of 
distinguishing between the more balanced positions and other les: 
prudent speculations. 


THE PURPOSE OF THE PRESENT ARTICLE 


It is not the intention to give here a detailed analysis of the various 
forms of the liberal view, nor to pronounce on their respective 
tenability, confronting them individually with the whole historical 
and positive evidence. 

I shall content myself rather with a few critical remarks on the 
latest English contribution to the study of this subject, namely a 
series of articles written by Dr Bernard Leeming, s.J., and published 
in The Clergy Review.* 

The articles in question are mostly devoted to an_ historical 
investigation of the positive evidence from the second century to 
modern times, and this investigation leads the author to a very 
decided negative answer to the question of the tenability of the 
modern liberal view in any form. The addition of the words ‘in 
any form’ might be misleading. There is no doubt that according 
to Fr Leeming all possible forms of the liberal theory are to be 
excluded and censured. But he makes little distinction between the 
more carefully argued positions and the other cruder ones. One 
cannot help feeling all the time that the former ask for a somewhat 
more painstaking examination, both in regard to their status 
quaestionis and their confrontation with the historical evidence 
itself. His almost complete neglect of this vital distinction doubtless 
explains how it is that Fr Leeming, while obviously claiming to 
refute the liberal theories en bloque, is, in actual fact, more often 
than not arguing against some extreme and perhaps imagined 
positions. The inevitable result is that these articles — at least as 
far as theological science is concerned — frequently become 
irrelevant to the real points at issue. 

There is, however, an abundant display of historical material 
which, while obviously not unknown to professional theologians, 
is nevertheless for the first time, as far as I know, here put at the 
disposal of wider English circles. The publication of this materia! 


® ‘Is their Baptism really necessary?’ The Clergy Review (XXXIX), February, April 
June 1954, pp. 66-85; 193-212, 321-40. 
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in the circumstances seems to justify a rather detailed consideration 
of the Clergy Review articles. 

I shall divide my remarks into two different parts. I shall first 
try to correct Fr Leeming’s statements on the extent and importance 
of the modern reactions against the traditional view, by giving a 
survey of the recent English and foreign publications which in one 
way or another have pronounced themselves in favour of the 
liberal view (Part I); and this done, I shall examine the value of 
some historical and positive arguments adduced by Fr Leeming 
in his efforts to refute the latter (Part II). 


PART I. 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTES 


v 


1. The need for a full bibliography showing the spread, in modern 
times, of doubts concerning the traditional view. 


2. A supplement to Fr Leeming’s data concerning the older 
bibliography. 

3. The method followed in the compilation of the modern 
bibliography. 

4. The modern bibliographical data. 

Some reflections on these data. 


atin 
. 


1. Anybody who makes his first acquaintance with the liberal 
heories through the Clergy Review articles, is almost bound to get 
2 poor and somewhat inadequate idea of those who in recent 
imes have pronounced themselves in favour of the view that the 
‘lassic thesis on the perpetual loss of infants unbaptized in re may 
10t be a theologically certain one. Without finding any detailed 
xibliographical indications, the reader will be left to form his 
udgement from repeated statements such as: 

‘There have, of course, been some who doubted (eight listed) in past 
times. In recent times, there have been some writers who have 
expressed doubts .. .’ (p. 211, italics ours.) 
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or again: 


‘Anyone who reads recent articles about the question must be 
struck by the failure of those few who attack Limbo, to face the 
fact...’ (p. 328, italics ours). 


These and similar remarks seem to suggest that those who have 
called the traditional view in doubt, are not more than a negligible 
quantity, some eight or nine writers for example.* 

As to the theological capacities of ‘those few’, the impressior 
given by the Clergy Review articles will be still less adequate. Ii 
indeed everything were as simple and evident as is suggestec 
throughout these articles, it would be impossible for the readers 
to be left with the idea that anyone with the very minimum of 
theological insight and knowledge could subscribe to the libera 
view. I may be allowed to reproduce a few of Fr Leeming’s state- 
ments, which surely tend to give this impression: 


‘It is generally held that moral unanimity of theological judgement 
persisting over a long period, is a sure index of the mind of the 
Church. We may well ask: Upon what subject, before a forma 
definition, has there been a clearer, a more unanimous, and a more 
persistent agreement than upon this assertion that it is part of the 
faith that infants dying without Baptism are excluded from heaven? 
(p. 328). 

Y sTheologians of all nations, of all Orders, of all schools of thought. 
throughout centuries, have taught that it is the traditional faith o: 
the Church that infants dying unbaptized are excluded from heaven. 
They taught this with the fullest knowledge of all the authorities o! 
the Church, they taught it as Catholic doctrine against heretics like 


* Here I think I should give a short declaration on the following note added by Fi 
Leeming at the end of his second article: ‘The judgement of Mgr Michel, like the 
Allocutio of Pius XII, was first called to my attention by my friend Fr Peter Gumpel 
s.J., who also very kindly sent me a full bibliography of recent writings on the subject 
copies of some articles and summaries of others, together with several most pertinen 
suggestions. He is, of course, in no way committed to anything I say’ (p. 212). 

Lest this note should cause misunderstandings, I wish to make it clear that F 
Leeming refers here, (1) to an unpublished licenciate essay which I wrote severa 
years ago while still studying at Heythrop College, and which was almost entirely 
devoted to the study of the ecclesiastical documents usually quoted with reference 
to our problem; (2) to a bibliographical list which I compiled more than a year ago 
(3) to some isolated data sent by me to Fr Leeming before February of this year 
Taken together, these data comprise only a small fraction of the ones to be publishec 
below. It was only after February of this year that I was able to collect more data 
both by research in different libraries in Holland, Germany, France and Spain, anc 
by means of numerous contacts with theologians interested in the problem. | 
take the opportunity here of thanking all those who helped in compiling thi 
bibliography. 
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Wyclif and Calvin and the Anabaptists, they taught it to generation 
after generation of future priests and bishops. Not only were they 
never corrected, but, on the contrary, every pronouncement of the 
Church upon the matter, down to the words of Pius XII in 1951, 
has supported and repeated their teaching’ (p. 330). 

We shall see later (Part II) that an exact theological evaluation 
of the positive evidence is by no means as simple as is here suggested. 
But before entering upon this discussion of the intrinsic value of 
various arguments employed by Fr Leeming, it may be useful to 
proceed to the bibliographical data which I have been able to collect. 
Some first-rate historians of dogma are among those who have 
expressed doubtsconcerning the obligatory character of the traditional 
view — surely a significant indication that even competent theologians 
vary de facto in their appreciation of the well-known materials to 
which Fr Leeming refers. It will also be seen from these biblio- 
graphical data that Fr Leeming’s suggestion as to the extent of the 
doubts on the stricter view —‘those few’— are not quite justified. 
This opens the way to another important consideration, namely, 
that considerable sections of the magisterium ordinarium seem to 
be inclined to take a less severe view of the liberal theories, in as 
far as they grant the Jmprimatur to these fairly numerous publications. 
Since the data in question are not only widely scattered but also 
not always easily to be obtained, and in some cases — on account 
of the great variety of languages employed in the discussions — 
even troublesome to read, it is hoped, finally, that the publication 
of this bibliography will help to clarify the position and to facilitate 
the study of this problem. 


2. A Supplement to Father Leeming’s data concerning the older 
Bibliography. 

Even though I intend to limit myself to the period of the last 
hree decades, I may be allowed to supplement some of Fr Leeming’s 
lata concerning the older bibliography. He himself gives the 
ollowing list: 

‘There have, of course, been some who doubted; in past times 
Durandus, d. 1332, Cardinal Cajetan, d. 1524, Eusebius Amort, 


d. 1775, Bianchi, d. 1768, Louis de la Marne, in 1817, Klee, in 1835, 
Caron in 1885 (on the Index), Herman Schell, in 1893 (on the Index)’ 


(p. 211). i 
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Since nothing seems to indicate that we are here presented with 
a select bibliography, some readers might perhaps think that this 
short list was meant to be an exhaustive one. This can hardly have 
been the intention of Fr Leeming. But since it is difficult to see 
what principles have dictated the selection, I take the liberty of 
adding some more names. Omitting for the moment the witness of 
certain theologians of the twelfth century, with whom I shall have 
to deal later, it may suffice to indicate those authors usually quoted 
as anticipating the modern liberal view, such as John Gerson, 
d. 1429, the famous chancellor of the university of Paris, and Gabriel 
Biel, ‘the last of the Scholastics’ and one of the most influential 
theologians of his time. The former is particularly interesting on 
account of his well-known invitation to pray for infants dying 
unbaptized in utero : 

‘Debent igitur mulieres praegnantes, similiter et viri sui, per se et 
alios diligenter preces fundere Deo et ad Sanctos Angelos custodes 
hominum, etiam puerorum in utero; debent ad ceteros Sanctos 
Sanctasque omnes confugere, quatenus nondum natus, si forte 
moriturus est priusquam ad Baptismi fluminis gratiam pervenire 
valeat, dignetur ipsum Dominus Jesus, summus Pontifex, baptismo 


Spiritus Sancti, praeveniendo misericorditer consecrare.” (Sermo de 
Nat. B.M.V., cons. 11, Opera omnia, Antv. 1706, t. 3 p. 1350). 


Biel on the other hand states: 


‘Si parvuli non sunt capaces remedii baptismatis in utero, debuit 
aliud remedium institui, cuius possunt esse participes et capaces . . . 
Un IV dist. 4, q. 2, dub. 2). 


Other authors not to be omitted in a full bibliography are 
Venustianus Hiebel, d. 1769; Albertus de Bulsano (J. Knoll), d. 1863, 
H. Vosen, d. 1883; E. L. Fischer, 1883 and the followers of Klee’s 
illumination theory: C. M. Mayrhofer, 1851 and Bishop J. Th 
Laurent, Apostolic administrator of the diocese of Luxemburg, 
who went so far as to insert the following paragraph into the Major 
Catechism of his diocese: 

“Only those who have the use of reason can have baptism of desire. 
It is nevertheless probable that infants too will acquire (moral, 
self-consciousness while dying (dass auch Unmiindige beim Sterben 
zum Bewusstsein kommen), and in this way it can happen by < 


special mercy of God that they are illuminated by the grace of faith 
are cleansed by baptism of desire and can be saved and admittec 
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to the beatific vision’ (Grésserer Katechismus der R6misch- 
Katholischen Religion fiir das Bistum Luxemburg, 3rd ed. 1879, 
p- 288. This catechism was however withdrawn since it was thought 
to be too large for its purpose.) 


Beraza®> mentions moreover Hieronymus Columbus and Brenner, 
832, as well as the famous anti-Lutheran chancellor Johann Eck, 
vho is also mentioned by Bauerle and van Hove. 

These names, together with those of the theologians of the 
welfth century referred to above, more or less triple the list provided 
»y Fr Leeming, even if we leave out some vaguer statements which 
ome from the times after Cajetan. It is possible that more accurate 
esearch would reveal further data, but it is not my intention here 
© concentrate on the older bibliography. The only reason why I 
upplement the list of Fr Leeming is that the number of those who 
n past times have uttered doubts about the classic view in its 
xtreme form, is not so small as suggested, and that the large 
najority of these writings has never been officially disapproved. In 
his context I may also briefly comment on the addition ‘On the 
ndex’ as placed by Fr Leeming after the two last names of his 
ist, Caron and Schell. Unless these additions are simply meant to 
liscredit the theological qualifications of these two authors, it 
vould, in my opinion, have been desirable to say a few words on 
e precise impact of these and other condemnations. It would 
en be clear that one cannot rightly suggest that these condemnations 
plicate, even indirectly, all the modern defenders of the liberal 
iews. Incidentally, it should also be noted that already Stockums 
author of a truly classic monograph on the destiny of unbaptized 
ildren, and a most valuable source for bibliographical and other 
ata — pointed to the fact that even the theory of Schell (premature 
eath as a kind of martyrdom, and hence to a certain extent 
mparable to baptism of blood) was not condemned as heretical, 
ut with the much milder censure of a ‘audacior et temerarior 
odus loquendi’. The works of Schell were moreover placed on 
e Index mainly for reasons alien to the question here under 
nsideration.® 


Deo Elevante, De Peccato Originali, De Novissimis, Bilbao, 1924, p. 467, n. 1068, 
r. Dr theol. Wilh. Stockums; Das Los der ohne die Taufe sterbenden Kinder, 
iburg im Breisgau, 1923, p. 107. 
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3. The method followed in the compilation of the Moder 
Bibliography. 

The important conclusion flowing from this bibliographical dats 
is that the sections of the ordinary magisterium which seem t 
tolerate the spread of doubts raised against the traditional viev 
are not after all so small. The conclusion seems to be of suck 
importance as to justify a departure from the method usualk 
employed in the compilation of this type of bibliography. I shal 
therefore not divide the evidence into strictly scientific publication 
and others of the more popular type, but rather arrange the evidence 
(a) chronologically, and (b) — on account of the greater possibilit 
of interdependence — according to the sections of the Church i 
which one and the same language is employed. Nearly always i 
will be evident, from the bibliographical indications themselves 
which type of publication—scientific or not—is unde 
consideration. In cases of possible doubt I shall add a shor 
explanatory note. 

It follows equally from my present purpose that I confine mysel 
to such quotations or indications which reveal that the publicatiot 
in question considers it is at least not a theologically certaii 
doctrine that all categories of infants who have died without th 
reception of the sacrament in re or blood, are, in this order o 
God’s providence, ipso facto excluded from the beatific vision. 
shall therefore not arrange the data according to the argument 
proposed to prove the liberal view ; nor according to the concret 
means by which these infants are suggested to have a chance o 
attaining to heaven ; nor according to the degree of certainty wit 
which this general thesis is proposed. 

Another preliminary remark about method concerns th 
qualification by which a good number of authors limit their thes 
to particular categories of infants (infants dying in the womb 
infants of fervent Catholic parents; infants dying in circumstance 
in which, through nobody’s fault, the sacramentum in re could ne 
be conferred etc.). These authors do not call the traditional view i 
doubt in the same way as those who make no restrictions whateve 
as to the extension of their doubts; so it may be asked whether 
would not be best to separate these two groups of authors int 
distinct categories. I have not adopted this method, because 
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would make it more difficult for the reader to see at a glance how 
far the traditional view has been challenged in a given theological 
milieu. I think I am justified in this course because the traditional 
view has for the period of several centuries made no allowance 
whatever for any of these distinctions, and has on the contrary 
maintained the eternal loss of all these unbaptized infants with the 
same theological strictness, making use of precisely the same 
arguments for all of them. It seems therefore legitimate to bring all 
the above mentioned varieties of liberal views under one common 
heading, and to draw a distinction between them and the defenders 
of the classic view by adopting the following minimum formula. 
I shall present a writer as opposed to the traditional view, as it 
has, de facto, been proposed for several centuries and up to our 
modern times, if he gives us to understand that according to him 
it is not a theologically certain thesis that all categories of these 
infants are to be considered as perpetually lost. I shall, of course, 
take care to indicate whether, and in which way, any of these 
restrictions are made by any writer under consideration. 

To avoid misunderstandings I may also point out why here, as 
well as on previous occasions, I prefer to speak of ‘all categories 
of these infants’, rather than choose a formula speaking of ‘all 
these infants’ or something analogous. The reason is, that there is 
a general agreement of theologians that God might possibly intervene 
in one or other individual case and save an infant in an 
‘extraordinary’ or ‘abnormal’ way. It would therefore be inaccurate 
to choose a formula which would in its actual wording not state 
explicitly that essential differences can exist between authors who 
make such an allowance for these ‘extraordinary’ and ‘abnormal’ 
means of salvation, and who by doing so mitigate the thesis that all 
infants are certainly ipso facto lost if they did not receive the 
sacramentum in re. Here, then, we are faced with a difficulty 
concerning the right appreciation of such an admission; a difficulty 
which is, however, more a question of terminology than of ideas. 
it is a fact that these terms ‘extraordinary’ and ‘abnormal’ means 
of salvation have, in connexion with our question, been used in 
widely different senses: 

If a child dies in the womb, or if a newly-born baby for some 
eason or other could not be baptized, or even if it was not baptized 
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de facto, this could be called abnormal and extraordinary with a 
view to what could have happened or should have happened in 
what we usually call normal and ordinary circumstances. Taking 
the terms in this sense, one might discuss the problem of abnormal 
and extraordinary means of salvation in opposition to the only 
normal and ordinary one, namely baptism in re. Evidently such a 
terminology would in no way exclude the possibility of these means 
being frequently or even regularly operative in the case of infants 
dying in the given circumstances. Therefore, to admit ‘extraordinary’ 
and ‘abnormal’ means of salvation in this sense, can easily be 
equivalent to the admission of a thesis opposed to the classic view. 

Most authors do, however, use the terms ‘extraordinary’ and 
‘abnormal’ in a quite different sense: when applied to our context, 
these terms imply for them that there is question of a highly 
exceptional or even miraculous intervention of God in some 
privileged and individual cases. They practically always imply at 
the same time — de facto, if perhaps not de jure — that such an 
extraordinary intervention of God would have no relation whatever 
to the sacramentum in re, and hence be completely outside the 
ordinary law of God’s providence in this present order of 
Redemption. Evidently, authors who admit only in this sense the 
possibility that all infants are not lost if unbaptized in re, can on 
no account be said to favour the liberal view, and are hence to be 
excluded from our bibliography. 

Annoying as it is, this ambiguity of terminology is not a serious 
hindrance to our bibliographical efforts, since in actual fact it is 
not too difficult to ascertain the mind of each author from the 
general trend of his exposition. Those opposed to the liberal view 
usually take great care to state explicitly that an extraordinary 
intervention of God would, in our present order, be nothing short 
of miraculous and hence extremely rare, if ever realized at all: 
miracula probanda sunt, non praesupponenda. However, so as to 
exclude all ambiguity of terminology, we prefer a formula which 
states the real point of divergence in its actual words, and this is 
the reason why we speak of categories of infants. The classic view 
does not make allowance for any category of infants dying 
unbaptized in re, but excludes any regularly operative means of 
salvation in the case of these infants other than the sacramentum 
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in re. This, then, provides a criterion with the aid of which we can 
distinguish the classic view from any other fundamentally different 
position. 


4. The Modern Bibliographical Data 
A. — Publications in the French Language. 


That the lot of infants dying unbaptized has of late been very 
much discussed in France, may be gathered from a quick glance 
through the indices of the well-known review for the French clergy, 


L’Ami du Clergé. Here are the references: 
L’Ami du Clergé, Doctrine: 
1922, 725-35 
1923, 231-36 ; 405-13 ; 463 
1927, 632-33 
1928, 549-52 
1931, 497-512 
1935, 364-65 ; 386-87 ; 660-62 ; 749 
>. 1936, 80 ; 792-93 
1937, 312-14 
1938, 337-40 ; 657-62 
1948, 33-43 
1951, 97-101 ; 375-78 ; 569-70 
1952, 308-12 
1953, 39 

By far the greater part of these references concern the rubric: 
‘Questions de science ecclésiastique. Consultations diverses’. 

Not all the questions deal directly with our point: sometimes 
it is simply presupposed that these infants cannot attain to the 
beatific vision, and the nature of Limbo etc. is the only object in 
view. The majority of the questions, however, and particularly 
those of the last two decades, contain doubts on the impossibility 
of salvation of infants unbaptized in re or in blood. 

All the answers and articles mentioned are written by the famous 
contributor to the Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, Mgr A. 
Michel, a strong defender of the traditional view. 

It is therefore particularly interesting to note that in a very recent 
issue of the same review, namely: 1952, pp. 62-4, the liberal views 
were for the first time dealt with far more sympathetically (cfr. 
below: A. Bride). 

To anybody who wishes to acquaint himself with the very complex 
aspects of our problem, the study of the articles of Mgr Michel will 
be a helpful guide. Two things, however, should be noticed: 
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(a) It follows from the nature of the case that Mgr Michel has t 
repeat himself frequently. On these occasions one cannot helj 
noticing here and there a certain inconsistency with forme 
statements. For example, the nota theologica attributed by Mg 
Michel to the existence of Limbo seems to be different in hi 
recent reply to ‘un correspondant anglais’ (I understand tha 
Mgr Michel refers here, rather to ‘un correspondant ameéricain’) 
from those in some of his earlier articles; also his interpretatio: 
of the Bull Auctorem fidei by Pius VI etc.” 


(b) At times, Mgr Michel does not seem to have grasped the ree 
poinis of the arguments and suggestions proposed by hi 
opponents, as was also recently pointed out by Fr Willian 
Van Roo, Professor of Dogmatic Theology at the Gregoriai 
University, Rome: 


‘With regard to the new section on the choice in the instan 
of death, the author (A. Michel) does not seem to succee 
entirely in his refutation for the simple reason that he does no 
—and perhaps within the limits of a brief and semi-popula 
exposition could not — state the positions of the ‘moder 
disciples of Cajetan’ with sufficient precision. Certainly on 
need not have any sympathy with the illumination theory t 
be dissatisfied with the broad charge that it involves meri 
or demerit after death, or that the first instant of existence o 
the soul in separation from the body must be regarded as | 
temporal continuation of the instant of death. Certain of th 
less crude forms of illumination theory demand a mor 
painstaking analysis’ (in a recension on A. Michel ‘Le 
Mystéres de I’Au-dela’, Paris, 1953; in Gregorianum, 35 
1954, pp. 347-8). 

Mer Michel has announced a book on the lot of infants dyin 
unbaptized, in which he proposes to summarize his previous article 


in L’Ami du clergé. As far as I know, the book has not yet appeared 


Mer Léon M. J. Durand, Bishop of Oran. 


Mgr Durand defends the illumination theory, and rejects th 
traditional view in two consecutive Lenten Pastorals: 


(a) ‘Lettre Pastorale sur les particularités de la détériosation d 
chef-d’oeuvre de la T.S. Trinité dans la postérité d’Adam ¢ 
Mandement pour le Caréme de I’an de grace 1938’ published i 
La Semaine Religieuse du diocése d’Oran, 40e année; same 
26 février 1938, n. 9, pp. 99-128. 

For our subject cfr.: “Note sur le sort des enfants d’Adam . . 
pp. 119-23. 
™ May 15th, 1952, pp. 308-12. 
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(b) After an attack by a then anonymous writer in l’Ami du clergé, 
1938, pp. 337-40 (later revealing himself as Mgr Michel cf. 
L’Ami du clergé, 1948, note p. 43), Mgr Durand re-affirmed his 
opinion in the Lenten Pastoral of the following year: 

‘Lettre Pastorale sur l’époque choisie par la T. S. Trinité 
pour l’Incarnation du Verbe, et Mandement pour le caréme de 
Yan de grace, 1939’ published in La Semaine religieuse ... 
4le année, samedi 18 février 1939 (pp. 69-95). 

For our subject cfr.: ‘Note sur le sort des enfants morts avant 
Pusage normal de la raison sur le moyen ordinaire de salut’: pp. 
84-7: “C’est grace a une inspiration intérieure que peuvent faire leur 
salut les enfants mourant sans le baptéme d’eau, avons-Nous dit 
dans une longue note, a la fin de Notre Lettre Pastorale du Caréme 
de 1938 sur les conséquences du péché d’Adam. 

Une contradiction a bien été faite a cette note, mais avec une 
argumentation plus que fragile aux points de vue théologique, 
philosophique, canonique . . .’ (loc. cit. p. 84). 


L’Union Revue mensuelle du Clergé paroissial. 


(Fiches pastorales) 74 année, no 633, mai 1947. Consultation n. 
~ 3- 221, pp. 1056-8. 
Question: ‘Qu’ en est-il 4 votre avis, du sort des enfants morts 
sans baptéme.. .?’ 
The anonymous reply (given on the responsibility of the editor?) 
contains the following statements: 

‘L’affirmation que les Limbes n’existent pas parait surprendre 
bien des oreilles pies. Pour éviter tout scandale a ce sujet rappelons 
que la notion des Limbes des enfants n’est qu’une conclusion 
théologique susceptible de précisions ou méme de révision, dans 
la mesure ow le raisonnement théologique qui a servi a la déduire 
de certaines données de la Révélation pourrait €tre incriminé dans 
sa rigueur logique et suspect de sophisme’ (p. 1057). 

‘Sur la question du baptéme des enfants, le recours aux textes 
patristiques, conciliaires, et scripturaires est d’un maniement 
particuliérement délicat puisque ce probléme n’a jamais encore 
été posé pour lui-méme. La tradition ne comporte par conséquent 
jusqu’ici aucune solution ‘ex professo’ s’appliquant exactement 
a la question.’ (p. 1057.) : 

‘. , . Pindice que dans l’état actuel de la pensée de l’Eglise il ne 
comporte pas encore la solution officielle’ (p. 1058). 

‘Il nous est bon de saisir cette occasion de savoir que tout n’est pas 
dit encore . . . méme et surtout dans les choses de Dieu’ (p. 1058). 


. It is also said: 


‘La solution nouvelle et “large” obtient de plus en plus de 
défenseurs’ (p. 1058). 
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The answer is, on the whole, extremely guarded, but leaves. 
nevertheless, no doubt that the traditional view is not considerec 
to be a theologically certain thesis. (Cfr. also the reaction of Mgi 
Michel in L’ Ami du Clergé, 1948, pp. 33-5.) 


Ch-V. Heéris, O.P. 
‘Le salut des enfants morts sans baptéme’ in La Maison Dieu 
Centre de Pastorale Liturgique, X, 1947, pp. 86-105. 
P. Héris defends the tenability of the position of Cajetan. 
After having spoken about baptism in re and baptism in blooc 
as means of salvation for infants, he asks: 

‘Peut-en aller plus loin et soutenir qu’en cas d’impossibilité 
absolue et matérielle de recevoir le baptéme, Dieu supplée pou 
l’enfant a cette impossibilité par une intervention normale et ordinaire 
qui assure son salut?’ (p. 90). 


The answer given by P. Héris is summarized by himself in the 
following terms: 

‘VI. Conclusion. En résumé selon St Thomas: 

(1) Cest la foi qui donne au sacrement toute sa valeur. 

(2) Cette foi peut étre simplement la foi de l’Eglise. 

(3) Dans le baptéme des enfants, la foi del’Eglise (et celle des parent: 
en tant qu’ils sont de I’Eglise) confére au baptéme sa valeur de 
sacrement. 

(4) Dans le baptéme de désir, la foi vivante, incluse dans le dési: 
du baptéme, suffit, sans le sacrement visible, pour sanctifie1 
Pame. 

(5) Dans l’ancienne loi, les enfants qui mouraient avant la cir: 
concision étaient sauvés par la foi de leurs parents exprimé 
par une priére ou une bénédiction. 

Dés lors, avec Cajetan, on congoit tres bien qu’on puisse poussei 
plus avant, et non sans une certaine logique, appliquer la cinquiém« 
proposition, au cas des enfants dela nouvelle loi mourant avant lew 
baptéme. On se souvient de la réflexion de Seripandi au Concile de 
Trente: Si on condamnait lopinion du Cardinal Cajetan, “i 
s’ensuivrait, disait-il, que la foi seule des anciens était d’une efficacit 
plus grande chez les anciens que chez nous”. 

Enfin il est remarquable que l’attaque menée contre Cajetan n 
concerne que son opinion au sujet des enfants mourant dans | 
sein de leur mére. On passe sous silence celle qui a trait aux enfant: 
deja venus au monde et mourant avant d’avoir pu recevoir le baptéme 
Ne serait-ce pas que toute la difficulté venait de la parole de S$ 
Augustin: “Neme renascitur nisi prius nascatur”? (Ep. ad Dard 
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Ep. 187) Nous n’en serions que plus a l’aise pour faire valoir les 
Principes eas par Cajetan et contre lesquels jamais |’Eglise en 
s’est élevée . . .” (pp. 103-4). 

Fr Héris is professor at the Dominican faculty of theology at 
Le Saulchoir (France), and is well known both in France and 
abroad on account of his various scientific publications on 
sacramental theology and other theological subjects. 


[he Editors of ‘La Maison Diew’. 


While introducing the article of Pére Héris to the readers, the 
-ditors of La Maison Dieu seem to agree that the traditional view 
vannot be said to be definitely a theologically certain thesis: 

‘Sans prétendre apporter des solutions nouvelles, un théologien 
averti nous donne un état exact de la question. Celle-ci est peut-étre 


moins radicalement tranchée qu’on ne le croit communément. 
L’étude que nous présentons sera pour beaucoup une libération’ 


(loc. cit., p. 4). 
Mer P. Glorieux. 
Introduction a l'étude du dogme. Lille, 1948. 


Mer Glorieux refers here to the previously mentioned article of 
>, Héris in La Maison Dieu and calls it ‘la meilleure des mises au 
oint’ (p. 310). Cf. also the following: 

‘Pour ce qui concerne des enfants incapables personnellement du 
baptéme de désir; pour le difficile probléme de leur salut en dehors 
du sacrement, c’est en définitive la question de la collation de la 
grace qui est en cause: le sacrement en est-il la seule et unique voie?.. 

Il importe d’étre trés réservé a l’exemple de l’Eglise elle-méme; 
et de se garder de deux extrémes: la rigueur qui jette implacablement 
tous les enfants dans les limbes (malgré ce qu’enseignent les 
théologiens sur la circoncision et le sacrement de nature dans I’A.T.) 
et une facilité trop grande qui laisserait conclure a l’inutilité pratique 
du baptéme’ (pp. 309-10). 

Many data of interest for a study of the illumination theory can 
e found in the two following articles of Mgr Glorieux: 


(a) ‘Endurcissement final et graces derniéres’ in La Nouvelle 
Revue Théologique, 59, 1932, pp. 865-92. 

(b) ‘In hora mortis’ in Mélanges de Science Religieuse, Lille, 1949, 
pp. 185-216. 


363 


THE DOWNSIDE REVIEW 


In these much discussed articles Mgr Glorieux does not inten 
to deal explicitly with the lot of these children, but his consideration 
on what might happen in the moment of death, are, of course 
very closely related to our present subject. 

Mer Glorieux is dean of the theological faculty of ‘Les Faculté 
Catholiques de Lille’ and one of the outstanding contemporar, 
authorities on the history of patristic and (early) scholastic theology 
to the study of which he has devoted numerous publications. 


The Abbé E. Boudes. 


*Réflexions sur la solidarité des hommes avec le Christ. A l’occasio: 
des limbes des enfants’ in La Nouvelle Revue Théologique, t. 73 


1949, pp. 589-605. 
The Abbé introduces his reflexions with the following question 


‘Le Christ n’est-il point le seul vrai chef de ’Humanité? Dans c 
cas peut-on concevoir l’existence des limbes des enfants, c’est 
dire état d’étres humains restant 4 jamais sans aucun lien d 
solidarité avec leur véritable chef?’ (p. 589). 


In answer to this question the abbé suggests the existence of som 
abnormal and extraordinary (though regularly operative) mean 
of salvation for these infants. He bases his suggestions on the generé 
law of solidarity with Christ of all human beings existing in thi 
order of God’s providence. 


‘L’Eglise n’a jamais presenté l’existence des limbes comme un 
vérité de foi, pas méme comme une conclusion théologique’ (p. 591 

‘La certitude simplement rationelle, qu'il existe des personne 
humaines décédant avec le seul péché originel, parce que | 
nécessité du baptéme s’impose et qu’il est actuellement impossibl 
de concevoir une suppléance pour les petits enfants qui meurei 
sans baptéme, n’est pas, a elle seule, une certitude suffisante pou 
que l’existence des limbes devienne une conclusion théologiqui 

Crest cette certitude qui nous parait inconciliable avec la loi ¢ 
solidarité qui relie tous Jes étres au Christ. Certes, la nécessité d 
baptéme reste la loi normale et ordinaire du salut des hommes « 
une telle nécessité exclut la recherche de toute autre loi normale | 
ordinaire. Toutefois, cette nécessité n’exclut point les voies anormal 
et extraordinaires qu’impose l’autre nécessité de la loi de solidari 
avec le Christ’ (p. 592). 


The Abbé Boudes in his subsequent considerations does n 
exclude the illumination theory, but shows more sympathy for 
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solution on the line of a baptism of desire obtained through the 
mediation of the Church (p. 611 ff). It should also be noted that 
the abbé proposes his ideas as ‘reflexions personnelles’ (p. 589). 


The editors of ‘La Nouvelle Revue Théologique’. 


The editors of La Nouvelle Revue Théologique, in an introductory 
note to the aforementioned article of the abbé Boudes, express 
the opinion that the question of the lot of infants dying unbaptized 
in re is not yet definitely settled but is still the object of legitimate 
discussion. From this it seems to follow that the traditional thesis 
is not considered to be a theologically certain thesis: 


“Note de la Rédaction.. . Avec G. Mulders, s.s., Ch-V. Heéris, 
o.P., et N. Sanders, 0.F.M., il (the abbé Boudes) pense que I’Eglise 
laisse encore ouverte sur le sort des enfants morts sans baptéme, 
certaines solutions d’espérance et de salut. Ce qui, aujourd’ hui, 
semble surtout souhaitable, en cette question si complexe dont 
l"Eglise est seule juge, c’est que tous les principes théologiques qui 
intéressent le probleme soient mis en pleine lumiére. C’est un de ces 
principes essentiels que veut souligner l’article ci-dessus: la solidarité 
nécessaire de toutes les créatures humaines avec le Christ. En le 
faisant, auteur aura certainement contribué a éclairer, sous un 
aspect important, cette difficile question’ (loc. cit., p. 589, note). 


A. Minon. 


‘Le salut des enfants morts sans baptéme’ in: Revue ecclésiastique 
de Liége’, 38, 1951, pp. 385-92. 


Fr Minon gives a very guarded account of the modern discussions. 
[t is, nevertheless, clear that according to him the stricter view cannot 
be said to be theologically certain: 


‘Dans les arguments évoqués (sc. in favour of the liberal view), 
il y a plus que la sensiblerie . . .’ (p. 390). : 

‘.... il ne faut pas . . . anathématiser l’autre position (the liberal 
view). Si la théorie (large) n’est pas écartée par lEglise, et si on peut 
essayer de l’approfondir, on ne peut cependant la considérer comme 
prouvée. Evidemment, en pratique, on a de quoi consoler les parents 
éplorés, en leur présentant la doctrine des limbes, et en suggerant 
que peut-étre les enfants qu’ils pleurent jouissent de bonheur 
surnaturel’ (pp. 391-2). 
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In the same issue of November 1951, Fr Minon published anothe: 
article entitled: ‘Dans l’intimité du Trés-Haut’, where we reac 
about these infants: 

‘... le sort des enfants morts sans baptéme: la solution traditionelle 
est assez indulgente, et peut-€tre y a-t-il des suppléances’ (loc. cit. 
p- 342). 


A. Durand, S.J. and H. Holstein, S.J. 


‘Jésus-Christ Maitre de Pensée.’ Collection ‘Fils de Lumiere’ 
Cours d’enseignement religieux pour les classes de secondaire. Classe: 
de philosophie, sciences expérimentales et mathématiques €le- 
mentaires, Paris, 1952. 


On our question, cfr. the special appendix: Section IIT, 3e partie, chap 
ii, Appendice: ‘Le sort des enfants morts sans baptéme’, pp. 260-4 


Frs Durand and Holstein clearly suggest that the traditiona! 
view is not a theologically certain thesis: . 

‘Sur cette question délicate, Eglise n’a pas pris position d’une 
maniére définitive. Dans sa prudence pastorale, elle rappelle Iz 
nécessité du baptéme, et insiste pour qu’il soit conféré au plus tot 
Sur le plan spéculatif, elle laisse discuter les théologiens. Il sembl 
bien que la théorie actuelle des “‘limbes”, qui ne peut s’autorise! 
d’aucun document explicite et formel du Magistére, encore qu’elle 
conserve la faveur de la plupart des théologiens, puisse étre discutée 
comme le fut, 4 bon droit, la théorie augustinienne. La porte parai 
donc ouverte a des recherches et explications ultérieures légitimes 
(p. 262). Ete. 


A. Bride. 


‘Questions de Science ecclésiastique. Consultations diverses’ it 
L’Ami du Clergé, 1952, pp. 62-4. 


Father Bride deals with the question whether an unbaptized chil 
of good Catholic parents may be buried ecclesiastically. The answe 
is given in the negative, on positive, canonical grounds (can 
1239 etc.). After having then referred to the recent ‘controverse 
spéculatives’ (Boudes etc.), he states that those who deny th 
traditional view, could logically conclude to the permissibility o 
such an ecclesiastical burial, but that for the time being we hav 
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0 certainty concerning the reality of the means of salvation 
roposed by the defenders of the liberal view. He then adds: 


‘Lorsque VEglise aura admis et fait sienne cette opinion, nul 
doute qu’elle n’apporte, en conséquence, des modifications 4 la 
legislation concernant la sépulture des enfants morts sans baptéme’ 
(p. 62). 

Dealing with the pastoral aspect of the question, Fr Bride makes 
he following statement which is certainly most unusual in a paper 
n which till then only the voice of Mgr Michel had been heard: 

“Cependant, la connaissance que nous avons de sa bonté, aussi 
bien que de sa miséricorde et de son inaltérable équité, nous permet 
de penser que la Providence sera condescendante et libérale plus 
particuliérement a l’égard de ces enfants qui se trouvent — sans qu’il 
y ait faute de leur part ou du cété de leurs parents — “en dehors des 
voies normales du salut’’. Et il ne nous semble ni téméraire ni absurde 
de consoler des parents désolés en leur rappelant l’existence de ces 
“voies divines impénétrables” et en priant avec eux pour que Dieu 
daigne, dans sa bonté paternelle, ouvrir gratuitement une de ces 
voies a ce petit Etre pour lequel son Fils a donné sa vie’ (p. 63). 


Ul. Laurenge, S.M. 


“‘Esquisse d’une étude sur le sort des enfants morts sans baptéme’ 
in L’Année théologique augustinienne, Lormoy (France), 1952, pp. 
146-85. 

Father Laurenge flatly denies that the stricter view is a theologically 
ertain thesis, and states explicitly that God certainly provides a 
neans other than the sacramentum in re to all those infants who die 
vithout the latter: 

‘Donc Dieu se doit a lui-méme de donner, et donne de fait aux 


enfants qui meurent sans baptéme, un autre moyen qui leur rend 
réellement possible d’atteindre cette fin. (sc. the beatific vision) 


(p. 182). 

The means of salvation proposed by Fr Laurenge would consist 
n a free (supernatural) choice in the moment of death, or ‘after 
leath’— taking this latter expression in this sense: that the soul 
yould elicit this free act in the first instance of its becoming an 
nima separata. (One would be tempted to think that Fr Laurenge 
akes this in the sense suggested by Mgr Glorieux, even though he 
oes not quote him.) 
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Incidentally we may point to the following review of Fr Laurenge’s: 
article by Fr Reginaldo Jannarone, O.P., who does not take up any 
position, but only remarks: 

‘Da parte nostra al minimo pensiamo che una maggiore pacatezza 
espositiva avrebbe giovato all’articolo stesso, che non manca davvero, 
sia per soggetto, sia per trattazione, di notevole interesse, pur 
suscitando una massa incredibile di problemi’ (in Sapienza, 6, 1953, 


pp: 356-7). 
On the reaction of Fr F. Cayré, editor of L’Année théologique 
augustinienne, cfr. below. 


L’ Anneau @’Or. 


‘Morts sans Baptéme.’ Anonymous. Published in L’ Anneau d’Or. 
Revue Internationale de spiritualité conjugale et familiale. Directeur: 
Abbé Henri Caffarel. Conseillers théologiques: R. P. D’Ouince, 
s.J., R. P. Carré, 0.P., no 48, Nov-Déc. 1952, pp. 423-29. 


The article intends to give a reply to a letter beginning with the 
following question: 


‘Monsieur l’Abbé, Nous avons besoin que vous nous disiez la 
pensée de l’Eglise sur une question qui se pose avec acuité pour 
beaucoup d’entre nous. Que deviennent les enfants que nous perdons 
avant leur naissance, ceux qui meurent quelques mois, quelques 
semaines aprés leur conception? .. .’ 


The reply states: 


“Les pages qui suivent voudraient répondre a cette interrogation 
bralante, sinon par une certitude, du moins par une espérance. I 
n’y a pas de doctrine officielle de l’Eglise sur le sort des enfants 
morts sans baptéme. La théorie des Limbes n’a été élaborée qu’av 
Xe siéle, d’une part pour éviter de mettre les enfants irresponsables 
en Enfer, et d’autre part pour maintenir la nécessité absolue dv 
Baptéme pour l’entrée au ciel. Mais il est possible de reprendre I 
probleme sur d’autres bases, et I’Eglise laisse la discussion ouverte 2 
ce sujet.’ 


The author of the reply further refers to the already mentionec 
articles of Fr Héris and Fr Laurenge, and tries to combine the 
various elements of the suggestions made by them. 

The review L’Anneau d’Or, like La Maison Dieu, is very widel 
read by priest and laymen, both in France and abroad. 
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Catholicisme’ Hier-Aujourd ’*hui-Demain’. 
Encyclopédie en sept volumes, dirigé par G. Jacquemet, Paris, 1948. 
a) sub voce: “Baptéme’. 


The author of this article, the abbé G. Jacquemet, refers to our 
sroblem on columns 1219-20. After having referred to the opinions 
yf Cajetan and Héris, he states: 

‘En fait, Popinion de Cajetan est fort loin d’étre commune dans 
lEglise. Toutes les objections qu’on peut lui opposer ont été présentées 
plusieurs fois par L’Ami du Clergé. Nous y reviendrons nous-mémes 
au mot “Enfants” (Salut des)’ (c. 1220). 

This statement does not approve of the doubts against the 
raditional view, nor does it condemn them. 

The real opinion defended in this encyclopaedia can, however, 
yest be ascertained by the fact that the article here promised on the 
lestiny of infants dying without Baptism in re, was to be written, 
10t by a defender of the traditional view, but by Father Héris, o.p.: 
b) sub voce: ‘Enfants’ (Salut des). 

‘Enfants’ (Salut des), op. cit. fasc. 13, 1953, pp. 151-7. 

Fr Héris expresses here the same views as those previously 
lefended in La Maison Dieu, X, 1947 (cfr. above). 

But at the same time, he warns his readers against certain more 
iberal views and lays emphasis on the restrictions made by him. 


B. — Publications in the Dutch and Flemish Languages. 


Prof. Mag. Al. Janssens, C.I.C.M. 

‘Doopsel en Vormsel’ (Baptism and Confirmation), published in 
the series De Katholieke Kerk. Godsdienstleer en Apologie, Kortrijk, 
1938. 

On the lot of infants dying unbaptized in re: cfr. op. cit., pp. 71-4, 
Irof. Al. Janssens cannot be said to consider the traditional view 
o be a theologically certain thesis, since he writes: 

‘It must, however, be said, that the question remains an open one. 
If I am right, a satisfactory answer could be found if the very solid 
theological principles were taken into account on which the commonly 
accepted doctrine concerning the non-sacramental remedy in the 
state of the natural law is founded’ (p. 73). 
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These principles are explained by Prof. Janssens on pp. 14-6 0 
the same work. 

The author explains his ideas on Limbo in another work publishec 
in the same series: 


‘De Uitersten’ (On the last things), De Katholieke Kerk ... Kortrijk 
1940. On Limbo, cfr. pp. 140 ff. 


Prof. Dr G. Mulders, S.J. 
(a) Popular publications: 
“De bedroefde moeder: 
i. Is mijn kleine in de hemel? 


ii. Verdoemde kinderen. 
ili. De ongedoopte kinderen en het zwijgen van de Kerk.’ 


(The sorrowful mother: 

i. Is my little one in heaven? 

ii. Condemned children. 

iii, The unbaptized infants and the silence of the Church.) 

Published in: Verbum. Tijdschrift voor Godsdienstonderwijs 
(Periodical for catechetical instruction.) Roermond-Maaseik, 14 
1947, Pp. 91-3 ; 107-09; 125-30. 


(b) Strictly scientific studies: 


(i) ‘Geloof zonder prediking.’ (Faith without preaching. A recensior 
on a book of this title by Dr L. Cornelissen, 0.P.) 

Published in Bijdragen (a scientific periodical, edited by the Dutck 
and Flemish philosophical and theological faculties of the Society 
of Jesus), 8, 1947, on our question: pp. 96-102. 

(ii) ‘Rond het Limbus-vraagstuk’ (about Limbo). 

Published in Bijdragen, 9, 1948, pp. 209-44. (A reply to Dom Diepen. 

0.S.B., who had attacked the popular articles published in Verbum., 

(ili) ‘Een onderzoek naar de theologische waarde van den Limbus 
puerorum.’ (An enquiry into the theological qualification of the 
doctrine on Limbo.) A doctoral dissertation presented with the 


authority of the theological faculty S.J. at Maastricht (Holland), 
1947. Still unpublished. 


Fr Mulders, s.J., who is one of the best documented defenders 
of the opinion that the traditional view is not a theologically certain 
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hesis, has undertaken a very extensive historical enquiry into the 
elevant evidence which led him to the conclusion that the doubts 
mn the traditional view are tenable. His main ideas can best be 
athered from the authorized French summary of the second 
ticle in Bijdragen: 


*, .. Pauteur tache en premier lieu de montrer que tout le débat, 
dés la position du probléme, est dominé par une question: est-il 
vrai que lEglise ait jamais d’une maniére ou l'autre enseigné ou 
laissé entendre que les enfants morts sans baptéme ne peuvent pas 
entrer au ciel? La nécessité indubitable du baptéme pour tous les 
Sujets de cet ordre de Rédemption peut-elle sans plus étre identifiée 
avec l’administration visible du baptéme d’eau aux enfants morts 
avant lage de raison? Les textes du magistére apportés par les 
théologiens des limbes ne contiennent jamais cette identification; 
on men peut conclure a Ilalternative damnation-limbes qu’en 
s’appuyant sur un principe d’interprétation, explicite ou non, qui 
contient, d’une fagon ou I’autre, la supposition fondamentale de la 
théorie des limbes. Cette “mineur’’ doit toujours, dit lauteur, étre 
preové (et a son avis ne I’a pas encore été)’ (p. 243). 


The central thesis of Fr Mulders is therefore that the official 
ocuments of the Church never identify these two propositions: 
hose who die in original sin are perpetually lost’, and ‘All infants 
ho die without the reception of baptism in re, do in actual 
ct die in original sin’. The co-equation of these two distinct 
ropositions has, according to Fr Mulders, always been presupposed 
y the defenders of the traditional view, but has not yet been proved 
be itself a theologically certain thesis. From this he concludes 
at it cannot be said definitely that the traditional thesis is itself 
n obligatory one.*® 


en Fr Mulders published his second article in Bijdragen (the one directed against 
om Diepen, 0.s.B.), he only briefly insinuated the results of his historical enquiries, 
ferring to his doctoral thesis on the subject which he had hoped to publish in the 

ediate future. Through purely external circumstances this hope has till now been 
strated. At the present moment it is still uncertain when Fr Mulders will be able 
resume his scientific work. The present writer has, however, been able to consult 
e very extensive and highly valuable manuscripts and notes of Fr G. Mulders, and 
ishes to express his gratitude for the loan of these writings as well as for many 
ious indications received in the course of private consultations. , 
We shall refer later to the attitude of several professional theologians who examined 
d approved of the opinions of Fr G. Mulders before they were published for the 
st time in Verbum. 
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Dr N. Sanders, O.F.M. 
‘Het ongedoopte kind in het andere leven.’ (The unbaptize 
infant in the other life), published in: Studia Catholica, Nijmeger 

23, 1948, pp. 125-38. 

Dr Sanders defends the position of Prof. G. Mulders against a: 
attack made by Dom Diepen, 0.s.B. in Studia Catholica, 1947, Pf 
194-215, 1948, pp. 18-38, 65-8: ‘De predestinatie der kinderen’ 
and states clearly that the traditional view is, according to him 
not a theologically certain thesis: 

‘The question is, therefore, a completely free one, and we wan 
to make use of this freedom, to pronounce ourselves in favour 0 
the milder view’ (p. 125). 

Dr Sanders defends a theory which I have never met elsewhere 
He is of the opinion that Adam, by sinning, did not lose habitua 
supernatural faith, and that a corresponding supernatural habitua 
disposition is hence transmitted to infants, even after the Fall 
In this sense, no infant would ever die with original sin only. Th 
habitual disposition of supernatural faith not being sufficient fo 
actual salvation, Fr Sanders envisages a special type of justification 
through supernatural charity and grace, infused into the souls o 
these infants at death, in consequence of a right choice made i 
virtue of habitual faith and actual grace. 


Cfr. also: 
Dr N. Sanders, O.F.M. 

‘Katholieke Godsdienstleer’ (Catholic Doctrine), Utrecht, 1944 
pp. 106-07, where the author shows already marked tendencie 
towards the liberal view, without, however, saying a word as t 
its speculative justification. 

Dr Sanders has for many years been professor of theology fo 
the Dutch students of his Order, as well as a member of the boar 
of editors of Studia Catholica to which he has contributed regularly 


Ons Geloof (Our Faith). 


‘A monthly for questions of religious science.’ Antwerpen, 3C¢ 

1948. On the lot of infants dying unbaptized in re: cfr. pp. 181-4. 
In these pages the review publishes an account of the thre 
articles of Prof. G. Mulders in Verbum, without making any negativ 
commentary, but, on the contrary, rather in the spirit of approval 
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Godsdiensthandboek voor volwassenen. (Manual of religious 
instruction for adults, particularly for those engaged in hospital 
work.) Haarlem, Antwerpen, 1950, p. 124. 


Fr Van de Gent mentions the traditional and the liberal views; 
he introduces them by saying respectively: 


‘The majority of theologians are of the opinion . . . 
Some theologians are of the opinion. . .’ 


He adds in both cases that we do not know anything on this 
question through revelation (p. 124). 

The simple juxtaposition of the two opposed ‘opinions’ of 
theologians, the absence of any nota theologica assigned to the 
traditional view, as well as the added remark quoted above, make 
it difficult (or even impossible) to believe that the author considers 
the stricter view to be a theologically certain thesis. 


4 


Dr N. G. M. Van Doornik-S. Jelsma-A. Van de Lisdonk. 
De Triptiek van het Godsrijk. Handboek van de Katholieke Leer. 


On the lot of unbaptized infants, cfr. p. 232. 
The authors certainly do not suppose that the traditional view is 
a theologically certain thesis: 

‘The problem of the fate of the unbaptized child remains an open 
problem. God can sanctify the soul of a child without Baptism — 
that is clear. Whether he does so, and how, we cannot tell. He wishes 
to sanctify all men, and Christ died for all children. Nevertheless, 
the Providence of God remains a secret: the secret of his love 
traces out its own ways, far above anything which we can piece 
together from any combination of texts drawn from Scripture’ 


(p. 232). 
This work was recently translated into English by Rev. John 
Sreenwood, and published by Sands, 1954, under the title: 


The Triptych of the Kingdom. A Handbook of the Catholic Faith. 
A ‘Course of instruction’ for enquirers on the Faith, under the 
auspices of the Una Sancta Movement. 


We have taken our English translation from this work, which 
ppeared with the Jmprimatur of the archdiocese of Westminster. 
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Cfr. also: 
Dr N. G. M. Van Doornik. 


De kleine Triptiek. (The small Triptych), Utrecht, Antwerpen 
1952, p. 94. 

‘The Church has never officially pronounced herself about the 
lot of the souls of unbaptized infants. Many theologians have then 
own opinions on the subject, but nobody is capable of understanding 
God’s plans with certainty as long as He does not reveal them 
But if we consider His infinite goodness to man, as well as the fac 
that Christ loved children so much and that He died for all men 
we need not be too preoccupied’ (p. 94). 


Frs Van Doornik, Jelsma and Van de Lisdonk are missionarie: 
of the Sacred Heart, attached to the work of ‘The Open Door’ 
the best Dutch enquiry centre for would-be converts. 


Mer Dr W. M. J. Koenraadt, Prof. Mr J.C. Oomen, Prof. Dr L.J.Smit 


Verklaring van de Katechismus der Nederlandse Bisdommen 
(Explanation of the Catechism of the Dutch dioceses), Part IH 
s’Hertogenbosch, 1952. 


On our subject: pp. 306-10. 


According to this commentary which is the most approved of i1 
Holland, the Church pronounces herself only on the lot of thos 
who die in original sin: but this is not to say that children who di 
unbaptized in re, do, in actual fact, die in original sin (p. 306). 

Speaking of the doctrine of the theologians, the book subsequently 
explains the traditional view and then makes mention also of wide: 
views. The latter are said not to have proved their doctrine anc 
hence to be of no great authority, since we have no positiv 
indications for the possibility of these children really being save 
without the sacramentum in re. It is nevertheless said explicitly tha 
the question is not decided upon and that the theologians are therefor 
obliged to continue their work of investigation (p. 310). 

This attitude is tantamount to the theological qualification 
‘the traditional view is probabilior, or even probabilissimus; bu 
the explanation given by this semi-official commentary certainl 
excludes the qualification: 

‘the traditional view is theologically certain, and hence: the wide 

_ views are temerarious or even erroneous in fide.’ 
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Dr theol. W. Bless, S.J.° 


“Het derde en vierde deel van de katechismus der Nederlandse 
Bisdommen.” (The third and fourth part of the Catechism of the 
Dutch dioceses.) A review of the aforementioned work of Mgr 
Koenraadt-Oomen-Smit, in De Linie, a Jesuit-edited weekly. 
Amsterdam, Saturday, 19 Dec. 1953, no. 403, p. 4, col. 4 and 5. 

Fr Bless expresses the opinion that ‘the very conservative 
exposition should here and there have been somewhat more 
progressive: for example, on the lot of unbaptized infants . . .’ 

_ That Fr Bless does not consider the traditional view to be 
theologically certain, follows also from his article : 

“Bezinning en uitleg van de Nederlandse Katechismus’ (Reflexion 
upon and exposition of the Dutch Catechism), a series of articles 
published in School en Godsdienst (School and Religion). 

) On the lot of unbaptized infants: cfr. ibidem: 


School en Godsdienst, Maastricht, 1953, pp. 186-7. 


Fr Bless recommends a prudent use of the ideas of Fr Mulders 
cfr. dbove) in catechetical instructions and expositions, and refers 
o the Verbum articles of the latter. In no case, he says, should we 
ropose the traditional view with a degree of certainty which would 
ot be in correspondence with reality. 


rof. Dr H. Schillebeeckx, O.P. 


De Sacramentale Heilseconomie. (The sacramental economy of 
salvation. ‘A theological reflexion on the sacramental doctrine of 
S. Thomas in the light of tradition and of the modern sacramental 
problematic.’) Antwerpen, 1952. 


Prof. Schillebeeckx pronounces himself strongly in favour of the 
oubts against the traditional view : 


‘It must follow from the universal salvific will of God that every- 
body must have a real possibility of attaining to heaven. A child 
which did not receive baptism through no fault of its own — and 
this fault never exists on the part of the child — must therefore still 
possess another real chance of heaven. This chance is founded in 
the universal idea: Deus non alligatur sacramentis’ (p. 612). 

‘The ecclesiastical documents which say that whosoever dies in 
the state of original sin cannot attain to heaven, do not say anywhere 


Dr Bless is Director of the catechetical centre ‘Canisianum’, Maastricht, Holland, 
nd considered to be an authority on catechetical matters. He is largely responsible 
or the formation of Dutch catechists. 
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that a child who dies without baptism does in actual fact die in 
original sin: and whosoever maintains that children dying without 
baptism (viz. without a real chance to be baptized) are per se excluded 
from heaven, denies the reality of a gratia sufficiens for this child, 
and would have to conclude logically that Christ did not die for 
this child’ (p. 613). 

The author has the following remarks about the means by which 

such infants could perhaps be saved: 

‘The necessity of a real chance of being saved, in the case of the 
real impossibility of being baptized, presupposes therefore the 
possibility of pre-Sacramental sanctification, which is, in some 
way or other based upon a votum baptismi, which in this case is 
an unconscious but objective one’ (p. 612, ).2° 


Theologisch Woordenboek. 

A theological dictionary, edited by Dr H. Brink, 0.P., sub voce: 
‘Doopsel’ (Baptism) a contribution by B. M. (B. Melkert), fasc. 
3, Roermond, 1953, col. 1168-94. 

i . concerning children under the age of reason who die 
unbaptized. No binding pronouncement of the Church exists 
regarding their lot. There have been theologians (S. Bonaventure, 
Cajetan) who were of the opinion that the desire of the parents 
(according to Cajetan, if expressed by an outward sign) could in 
exceptional cases supply for baptism and thus open heaven for 
these children. The majority of theologians, however, do not agree 
with this opinion, and Pope Pius V ordered the excision of these 
paragraphs from the works of Cajetan. It is therefore the duty of 
parents to have their children baptized as soon as possible after 
birth.’ 

A fuller treatment of this question is reserved for the article 
‘Voorgeborchte’ (Limbo), but the corresponding number has not 
yet appeared. This fact together with the allusion to only ‘exceptional 
cases’ (which, however, would in the case of Cajetan comprise 
whole categories of infants), suggests caution in citing this writer 
in favour of the liberal view. It would seem nevertheless that the 
author of this article did not want to say that the traditional view 
is a theologically certain thesis. 
1° Prof. Dr Schillebeeckx has won a high reputation as a specialist in sacramental 
theology. H. F. Dondaine, Rev. des Sc. Ph. et Th., 1953, pp. 747-8 (a review), P. 
Smulders, S.J., Bijdragen, 1954, p. 26, speaks of him as the author of an ‘extremely 
important volume’ (in a note added to the written communication ‘A preliminary 
remark on patristic sacramental doctrine: the unity of the sacramental idea’, read a’ 
the First International Patristic Conference, held at Oxford in September 1951). 


Prof. Schillebeeckx has announced a fuller treatment of our problem, but I have 
so far not been able to verify whether this has appeared in the meantime. 


376 


UNBAPTIZED INFANTS: MAY THEY BE SAVED? 


C. — Publications in the German Language. 
(Or mainly destined for German speaking countries.) 


' 
P. Parthenius Minges, O.F.M. 
Compendium theologiae dogmaticae specialis, 11, Ratisbonae, 1922 
| ‘Forsitan possible est eos salvos fieri si homines justi viatores 
pro eis merita et pretiosum sanguinem Jesu Christi Domini 
offerunt ... 

Forsitan per principia catholica licet eis adscribere beatitudinem 
caelestem, si alii justi pro eis dicto modo interpellant . . . 

Forsitan etiam parvulis in limbo detentis aperiat caelum a quo 
theologi usque adhuc eos passim excludunt . . . etc. (op. cit., pp. 141-4). 


Kanonikus Paul R. Pies 
‘Die Heilsfrage der Heiden’. (The question of the salvation of 
pagans), in Abhandlungen aus Missionskunde und Missionsgeschichte. 
Abhandlung 40. (Dissertations on missiology and the history of the 
Missions. Dissertation n. 40.) Aachen, 1925, I-I9I. 
The section devoted to the lot of children dying unbaptized: cfr. 
II, 5: ‘Das Los der ohne die Taufe sterbenden Kinder’, pp. 137-76. 
Canon Pies expresses very strong doubts on the theological 
certainty of the traditional view, and unambiguously defends the 
illumination theory of Prof. Klee." 


A, Piekarek. 
Lehrbuch fiir den katholischen Religionsunterricht an Mittelschulen. 
Das Gottesreich. (Manual for Catholic religious instruction at 
secondary schools. The Kingdom of God.) t. HI, Diisseldorf, 1928. 
On our question: pp. 65-6. 
Fr Piekarek apparently does not consider the stricter view to be 


a theologically certain doctrine: 

“We have no revealed doctrine concerning the newly-born infants 
who die unbaptized. We can only form some idea about their lot 
in the other life, in accordance with the doctrines of the necessity 
of baptism and the possession of sanctifying grace in the moment 
of death. But we do not know what God in His love does for these 
children.” 

Is it possible to write in this sense for students of secondary 
schools, if one thinks the traditional view to be a theologically 


sertain doctrine? 


1 The work under consideration is of a high scholarly standing, in conformity with 
he general purpose of these Abhandlungen to which outstanding scholars have 
contributed. 
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P. Michael Bauerle a Neukirch, O.F.M. Cap. 


‘Das Heil der ohne die Taufe verstorbenen Kinder.’ (The lot of 
infants who died unbaptized), in Theologie und Glaube, 1935, pp.' 
727-39. 

Fr Bauerle utters strong doubts concerning the theological 
certainty of the traditional view. He proposes the theory that! 
fervent Christian parents can by their prayers and desires merit: 
de congruo the admission of their child to the beatific vision by means 
of a supernatural illumination at death. 


Dom Daniel Feuling, O.S.B. 


‘Katholische Glaubenslehre’. Einfiihrung in Das _ theologische 
Leben fiir weitere Kreise. (The Catholic doctrine. Introduction to 
Theology for wider circles.) Salzburg, 1937. 


Dom Feuling suggests that children may have the possibility 
of eliciting a free act far earlier than is commonly thought, and that 
God might give particularly strong graces to children dying without 
baptism by water (p. 902). 

This doctrine should be understood in connexion with what 
Dom Feuling says elsewhere concerning the freedom required in 
any person who is going to be baptized in re: 

‘In the reception of the sacrament itself, the child —just as any 
other person who is going to be baptized, adults not excluded — 
receives, as a first participation in baptismal grace, a certain grace 
of preparation and accommodation, through which the child possesses 
an infused, actual, supernatural (but not conceptual) knowledge, 
and a likewise infused actual and supernatural freedom to make a 
non-conceptual decision. In this way the child possesses that degree 
of actual spirituality which is necessary for the free reception of the 
freely given grace.’ (p. 725) 

In the light of this doctrine, which is explicitly said to be applicable 
even in the case of a child in utero, it may be suggested that the above- 
quoted doctrine on unbaptized children really tends to question 
the thesis according to which all unbaptized persons dying under 
the age of reason are lost. It is in this sense that one must under- 


stand what the author says on p. gol concerning the doctrine of 
Limbo. 
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Prof. Dr Michael Schmaus. 


Katholische Dogmatik, 1V, 1. Die Lehre von den Sakramenten. 
(Catholic Dogma, IV, 1. The doctrine of the sacraments.) 3rd and 
4th revised version, Miinchen, 1952 (ist edition, 1941). 


Prof. Schmaus begins by saying that nothing has been revealed 
fo us about the lot of infants dying unbaptized in re, but that on 
the basis of the traditional view it could only be maintained with 
difficulty that God would seriously wish their salvation without 
at the same time arresting the ordinary course of nature or without 
mpeding the free actions of adults through the intervention of 
which infants die unbaptized. He then concludes: 

‘Since revelation is silent about the difficult question of the lot 
of infants dying unbaptized, it will be best to answer this question 
by the belief in the universal salvific will of God. This latter 


guarantees that nobody will be lost without his own personal guilt’ 
(p. 161; italics ours). 


Limbo is said to have the great disadvantage that neither Scripture 
ior Tradition know anything about a state of natural perfection: 


‘It is moreover questionable whether this theory takes the universal 
salvific will of God seriously enough’ (p. 162). 


With regard to the concrete means by which such infants could 
ye saved, Prof. Schmaus mentions, but does not declare positively 
or, the following possibilities: the illumination theory of Klee, 
he doctrine of Cajetan concerning the desires of the parents, 
wr the doctrine of death as a quasi-sacrament of salvation (p. 162). 


Cfr. also M. Schmaus: ‘Von den letzten Dingen’ (De Novissimis), 
Miinster, 1948, p. 191 ff.1? 


-rof. Dr Karl Rahner, S.J. 


(a) ‘Die ZugehGrigkeit zur Kirche nach der Lehre der Enzyklika 
Pius’ XII ‘Mystici Corporis’.’ (The doctrine of the Encyclical 
of Pius XII ‘Mystici Corporis’ on “belonging to the Church’. 
in Zeitschrift fiir katholische Theologie, 69, 1947, pp- 129-88.) 


Prof. Dr Schmaus is professor ordinarius of theology at the University of Munich. 
esides a good number of strictly scientific publications mainly dealing with the 
istory of dogma, he has gained a considerable reputation as author of the quoted 
atholische Dogmatik. This huge work went in a short time through four editions 
id is, no doubt, most widely used in German-speaking seminaries. 
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(b) De gratia Christi; Summa praelectionum in usum privatum 
auditorum ordinata. Oeniponte, ed. 3a, 1950-1: th. I, De 
universalitate voluntatis salvificae, op. cit., p. 5 Ss. 

At various points of his article in the Zeitschrift fur katholische 
Theologie, Fr Rahner seems to suggest cautiously that the question 
of the lot of unbaptized infants is not yet solved in the sense of a 
theologically certain doctrine of their perpetual damnation. 

Cfr. pp. 157, 162, 188, etc. 

That we may indeed assume that this is the mind of Fr Rahner, 
may be gathered from the following paragraph in his treatise De 
gratia Christi: 

‘ITV. Non quaerimus in hac thesi . . . de voluntate salvifica Dei 
erga parvulos. (Cfr. Lercher, IV, 1, th. 25; NB. Lercher defends the 
traditional view.) 

Attamen notandum est moveri posse dubia circa praesuppositionem 
huius thesis, sc. infantes sine baptismo morientes non posse salvari. 

Vide de hac quaestione aliquam discussionem (G. Mulders, H. 
Diepen, N. Sanders) expositam a G. Mulders: ““Rond het Limbus- 
vraagstuk”’, Bijdragen 9, (1948), 209-44’ (op. cit., p. 5)}* 


Fr Otto Karrer. 
Das Religidse in der Menschheit und das Christentum. (The religious 
element in humanity and Christianity.) 4th edition, 1949. 

Fr Karrer speaks only incidentally of our problem (in connexion 
with the theory of Card. Billot, that many persons who are adults 
physically are nevertheless children in the moral order, and hence 
destined after death for something like Limbo). 

The words of Fr Karrer are, however, sufficiently clear to give 
him a place in a bibliography concerned with the destiny of 
unbaptized infants: 

*“... wie die ungetauften Kinder, die vorzeitig sterben: sie k6nnten 


nach der gewohnlichen Ansicht — nicht der tibernatiirlichen Seligkeit 
teilhaftig werden... 

Allein die Annahme eines solchen Méittelzustandes zwischen 
“Himmel” und “Holle” ist keine Glaubenslehre. Wenn sie als 
theologische Meinung auch viel verbreitet ist, so lehnen sie andere 
wie Klee, Laurent, Pies, mit beachtenswerten Griinden ab.’ 

8 Dr Karl Rahner is professor of dogmatic theology at Innsbruck, and is widely 
known on account of his numerous publications on matters of patristic and 
speculative theology. 

His codex De gratia Christi, though widely known outside Innsbruck — it is quoted 


in the works of Schmaus and Semmelroth — has never been published officially. I have 
therefore obtained Fr Rahner’s permission to publish this fragment. 
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Klee and Pies are, as it will be remembered, strong defenders of 
he possibility of salvation for these infants, while Laurent inserted 
his doctrine as a probable one in his catechism. Fr Karrer calls 
heir reasons ‘beachtenswert’ (worth noticing, important) in as 
‘ar as they reject Limbo, and he calls the traditional view concerning 
he perpetual loss of these infants a ‘gewdhnliche Ansicht’ (the 
1sual, the more common opinion). These are sufficient indications 
hat the traditional view is not considered by him to be a theologically 
vertain doctrine. 

This book of Fr Karrer has been translated into French, English, 
Dutch and Hungarian. I understand from the author that no 
lifficulty was ever raised against this paragraph even though it 
oes counter to the traditional view. 


Herderkorrespondenz ‘Orbis Catholicus’. 


(a) ‘Das Schicksal der chne die Taufe sterbenden Kinder.’ (The 
lot of infants dying unbaptized.) Jahrgang UI, 1948-9, pp. 506-08. 


The Herderkorrespondenz gives here a summary account of the 


irticle of the abbé Boudes in the Nouvelle Revue Théologique (cf. 
ibove). The commentary is favourable rather than the reverse. 


‘The thesis here proposed is the personal opinion of a theologian. 
But the Belgian Jesuits have given it hospitality, and in this way a 
certain authority. And rightly. Because this thesis concerns a dogma 
the thorough penetration of which has fallen to our period in the 
history of theology.’ (“Mit Recht, denn sie zieht ein Dogma in 
Betracht, dessen allseitige Durchdringung unserem Zeitalter von 
der Geschichte der Theologie aufgegeben ist’ (p. 506 ; italics ours). 


(b) Jahrgang VII, 1952-3, Idem, pp. 270-3. 


A similar account of the discussions held in the /rish Ecclesiastical 
Record (see below). The account given by the Herderkorrespondenz 
s a summary of an article by Fr H. Drinkwater in the DOWNSIDE 
REVIEW, Winter 1952-3 (see below), which is said to have closed 
he controversy. The article of Fr Drinkwater is in favour of the 
nilder views (see below).14 
‘The Herderkorrespondenz is one of the most influential, if not the most influential 


f Catholic publications for German intellectuals. Theologians of repute are responsible 
or the theological sections. 
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Josef Hiissler. 


Handbuch zum Katechismus. (Manual on the Catechism), t. If. 
Von der Gnade. (On grace), Luzern, 1949. 


Fr Hiissler gives first an explanation of the traditional view, 
which he evidently thinks to be the more reasonable one to teach. 
He nevertheless does not seem to consider this view to be a theolo- 
gically certain one, or he could not possibly have added the following 
lines in favour of the illumination theory or similar suggestions: 


‘Perhaps God also grants them the possibility of a trial, so that 
they will be able to decide either for or against Him’ (p. 56). 


P. Franz S. Kroesbacher, S.J. 


‘Was ist mit den ungetauft gestorbenen Kindern?’ (What is the 
lot of children who died unbaptized?) in Der Grosse Entschluss, 
Monatsschrift fiir aktives Christentum. Wien (8), 1952, pp. 175-8. 


Fr Kroesbacher manifests strong doubts about the traditional 
view. Following the article in L’ Anneau d’Or (see above), he suggests 
the combined theories of Frs Héris and Laurenge (see above), 
with the possible exception of those children who have been deprived 
by their parents of both natural and supernatural life (cf. especially 
the case of abortion).1® 


Prof. Dr Karl Adam. 


On account of the great influence and authority of Prof. Dr Kari 
Adam of Tiibingen University, the following authorized account 
will also be of interest: 

When privately informed by Dr Klemens Tillmann, ‘one of the 
authors of the new unified German catechism’ (cfr. Lumen Vitae. 
International Review of Religious Education, Vol. V, 1950, n. 4. 
p. 563), that Prof. Adam in his public lectures did not propose the 
stricter view as a theologically certain thesis, the present writer. 


16 This article was taken over by the Jesuit-edited Austrian weekly: Das Offene Wor 
(7), 1953, 14 Marz, n. 11. It was presented as a ‘Leseprobe’, i.e. as a specimen of th 
quality of the articles contained in ‘Der Grosse Entschluss’. 

The fact that precisely this article should have been chosen as a recommendation 
is certainly a strong indication of the mind of the editors of Das Offene Wort, viz 
that they are favourably disposed towards the liberal view. 
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ufter having in vain searched for any published statements of Prof. 
Adam to this effect, proposed to him the following question: 
‘Utrum de fide definita vel saltem utpote theologice certum constet: 
nullum infantem baptismo aquae (seu in aqua administrato) non 
baptizatum — salvo casu martyrii aut exceptionalis prorsus 
interventionis Dei — in regnum caelorum intrare posse?’ 
His reply was given in the negative: 
“mihi de hac thesi non theologice certo constat,’ 


together with his kind permission to publish this statement.1¢ 
To this section of our bibliography we may also add the following 
interesting statement: 


Dr Wilhem Stockums. 


Das Los der ohne die Taufe sterbenden Kinder. Ein Beitrag zur 
Heilslehre. (The lot of infants dying unbaptized. A contribution to 
the doctrine of Redemption). Freiburg im Breisgau, 1923. 

The work of Dr Stockums, which, as I said, is one of the best- 
known and still very valuable monographs on our subject, cannot 
be quoted as a defence of the liberal theories. We find nevertheless 
the following rather surprising statement: 


‘,.. As to our judgement on the theory of Klee (illumination- 
theory) . . . I do not think it possible to attack it theologically and 
ecclesiastically, in as far as it does not claim more than a special 
type of baptism of desire. This doctrine has, therefore, never been 
disapproved of by the Church, and everybody is free to defend it’ 


(pp. 102-03). 


The author then proceeds to reject the theory of Klee, mainly on 
psychological grounds. 

Even though Stockums is a convinced defender of Limbo and 
should therefore not simply be quoted as opposed to the classic 
view, this passage is extremely interesting since it stands in open 
contradiction to the assertion that the liberal views are in any 
‘orm whatever theologically untenable, temerarious, erroneous in 
ide, or even heretical. 


6 Prof. Adam who for many years has been exercising a powerful influence on the 
heological formation of large sections of the German clergy, is the author of a series 
yf scientific publications (including some highly appreciated essays on the theology of 
3t Augustine), as well as of several widely diffused books for Catholic intellectuals. 
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D. — Publications in the Spanish Language. 
(Or destined for a Spanish-speaking public.) 


P. Michael Bauerle a Neukirch, O.F.M. Cap. 

‘De baptismo in voto quoad infantes praemorientes parentum 
piorum’ published in the Catalan periodical Estudis Franciscans, 
any XXVIII, Vol. 46, Gener-Juny 1934, Barcelona-Sarria, pp. 16-31. 

This article expresses the same ideas as are proposed in the 
German article of Fr Bauerle (see above); only the composition, 
style, etc. are somewhat different. 


Juan Garcia Plaza de San Luis. 

‘Existe el limbo de los nifios? Ensayo de studio teologico.’ (Does 
the children’s limbo exist? A theological essay) in Revista Ecclesiastica, 
VII, t. X, 1936, pp. 113-55. 

Fr Plaza de San Luis is strongly opposed to the thesis that 
unbaptized infants are certainly excluded from the beatific vision: 

‘The more I study the question, the more I am convinced that 
Limbo is simply and purely a scholastic invention, with no more 
theological foundation than a difficulty which could not be solved 
by the theologians... . 

We believe sincerely that there are no clear and decisive reasons 
whatever for such an exclusion (of these infants from the beatific 
vision), nay, on the contrary, that there are reasons, and profoun¢ 
ones in favour of their non-exclusion’ (p. 114). 

On pp. 137 ff. the author shows an inclination to opt for the 
illumination theory.?? 


Prof. Dr F. Puso, S.J. 

“Se salvan les nifios muertos sin Bautismo? (Are unbaptized 
children saved?) in Orientacién Catequistica, ano IX, 1949, pp. 
198-200. 

Fr Puso gives here a summary of the article of Abbé Boudes in 
the Nouvelle Revue Théologique (see above), and makes the 
following statement: 

‘It is sufficient to cast a glance at the reviews of ecclesiastical 
science during these last five years to see at once that the current 
doctrine on these infants according to which they remain, more 
or less happy or unhappy, outside the way of salvation, but in any 


1” Fr Plaza is Professor of Dogmatic Theology at Cuenca. 
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case without any relationship whatever to Christ and the super- 
natural world, is, indeed, far from being a definite and obligatory 
doctrine in the Church, and that the question can to-day be believed 
to be an open one. 

As long as the Church, which alone cannot fail in these matters, 
| does not impose a way which we have to follow, the theologian can 
_ and must, with his methods, enquire and prepare the way for more 

satisfactory solutions’ (p. 198). 


_ And he concludes, after giving an exposition of the article of 
the abbé Boudes: 

“We have wished to inform the catechists on this new aspect of 
the theological doctrine. It is important for us to know the degree 
of certainty of those affirmations which are made by the text books 
from which we take our information, and not to pass on to others 
doctrines which we qualify as certain, ard on which, in actual fact, 
the Church does not seem to have said her last word yet . . .” (p. 200). 


This article of Fr Puso was, without any commentary, reproduced 
n the official paper of the Spanish Catholic Action: Ecclesia, 14 
de engro 1950, pp. 9-10, whence it passed into various diocesan 
bulletins (e.g. that of the Archdiocese of Burgos). 


De ea Be eT ok eae oe a 


In 1953 Father Puso published an open letter: ‘Carta Abierta’ 
‘Orientacién Catequistica, ano XIII, pp. 69-70), in which he spoke 
of the private reactions his first article had provoked both from the 
defenders of the classic view and their opponents. He protested that 
his only intention had been to draw the attention of the Spanish 
catechists to the article of Boudes, and that he had never intended 
to defend the theory of Boudes. He also complained that his name 
had frequently been abused in this sense. Nevertheless, not even 
in this Carta Abierta, was it said explicitly that the modern doubts 
against the classic view are theologically untenable. The Carta 
Abierta was, to my knowledge, published neither in Ecclesia nor 
anywhere else. 

Whatever the private opinion of Dr Puso may be, it remains an 
nteresting fact that his commentary on the article of the abbé 
Boudes was published in the Spanish catechist paper of Mgr 
Tusquets, and still more, that it found its way into the pages of a 
eview like Ecclesia. 

To my knowledge, no adverse commentary on Fr Puso’s article 
vas ever published in Spain."* 

} Father Puso is Professor of Sacred Scripture at the Gregorian University, Rome. 
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E. — Publications in the Italian Language. 


My information on the Italian publications is almost certainly 
inadequate, since I have not been able to return to Italy for an 
accurate research. 

That the problem has during the last decades not been completely 
outside the interest of the Italian clergy may be evident from the 
following statement in Perfice Munus: 

‘De infantium conditione sine baptismo decedentium.’ Da molte 
parti e ripetutamente ci sono pervenuti quesiti sulla sorte dei bambini 
che muoiono senza battesimo. Pubblichiamo perciO questo caso 
tratto dal ‘Bulletino del Clero’ della Diocesi di Trento (maggio- 
giugno 1939). (Perfice Munus, 1941, pp. 139-45; the quotation: 
p- 139.) 

The case of conscience published in the Bulletino del Clero and 
here reproduced by Perfice Munus as an answer to the manifold 
queries, defends the stricter view and the obligatory character of 
the latter. This article can therefore not be quoted as a witness to 
the liberal views. It is only mentioned here so as to show that 
before the beginning of the recent controversies, the traditional 
doctrine was not everywhere in Italy considered to be a clearly 
obligatory one. 


A. Beni — (S. Cipriani) 
La vera Chiesa — (Le Fonti della Rivelazione), Firenze, 1953. 


The author of the first part (A. Beni) refers to our problem 
mainly on page 445, note. He does not make any positive assertion, 
but leaves nevertheless no doubt that he does not think the 
traditional view to be, as generally presented, a theologically certain 
doctrine: 


“What are we to think of children who die unbaptized before 
attaining to the age of reason? (He then states the traditional view 
which he criticizes as follows.) When revelation affirms that God 
wills all men to be saved, no distinction between adults and infants 
seems to be envisaged . . . How are we to reconcile this universal 
principle with the common opinion? If no one is to be excluded from 
Christ and his Church except through his own fault, etc.’ 


It is worth noting that the anonymous reviewer of this work 
in La Civiltaé Cattolica (a semi-official publication) refers to 
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the liberal views in general as: ‘an opinion of some modern 
theologians which the teaching of the Church does not so far 
(fin qui) seem to favour’ (anno 104, Vol. IV. ottobre 3, 1953, 
quad. 2479, p. 79). 


F. — Publications in the English and American Languages. 


George M. Fangauer, O.S.F.S., Ph.D., D.D. 


‘Can the Illumination theory give a satisfactory answer?’ in 
The Homiletic and Pastoral Review, Aug. Sept., Oct., 1946. (Having 
studied these articles in offprints, I am unable to give the exact pages.) 


| Fr Fangauer is strongly convinced that the traditional thesis is 
not a theologically certain one, and defends the Illumination theory 
of Prof. Klee emphatically. 


John M. Cooper, D.D. 


‘Religious Outlines for Colleges, Course I,’ The Catholic Education 
Press, Washington, D.C., 1949. 

‘That unbaptized infants and adult heathens are infallibly damned 
is a tenet utterly opposed to all that Catholic principles teach us of 
God’s goodness and mercy and justice. We shall deal with the point 
more in detail in the section on Baptism’ (p. 21). 

‘Two questions, however, arise regarding the necessity of Baptism 
for salvation: How can unbaptized adults such as Jews or 
Mohammedans or pagans be saved? And what of unbaptized children? 
As for unbaptized infants, it is well to distinguish between what is 
certain or of faith, and what is not. It is a matter of faith that original 
sin on the soul is a bar to the beatific vision. It is certain, on the 
other hand, that the child will not undergo the sufferings of hell, 
for God would not in his justice make the child suffer thus for a 
sin he did not himself commit. It is more than certain that Christ 
died for all humanity. Given these accepted Catholic premises, what 
is the solution? The more common one suggested is that infants 
dying without baptism will not be totally separated from God and 
will enjoy a natural happiness, but not the beatific vision proper. 
A less common one is that God may perhaps take away original 
sin by some means other than Baptism — as in pre-Christian days — 
some means of which he has not told us. To act, however, on this 
second assumption would be very hazardous. Practically — and it is 
the practical viewpoint in which the Church is chiefly interested — 
the rule of action urgently demanded by our knowledge and by our 
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lack of knowledge, and as urgently ordained by the Church is 
Take no chances; play safe:!* baptize the child as early as possible 


(pp. 164-5). 


Preliminary Note on the Discussions in the ‘Irish Ecclesiastical Record 
In the English-speaking countries of Europe, the question of th 
destiny of infants dying unbaptized in re was recently brought to th 
attention of wider theological circles by a lengthy controversy i 
the Irish Ecclesiastical Record: 
ILE.R., 1950, pp. 436-43 (a query of “Parochus’ with a reply b 
Dr McCarthy in favour of the stricter view). 
LE.R., 1951, pp. 61-6 (a criticism of the former reply of Dr 
McCarthy by ‘Parochus II’, and a further statement of the former) 
LE.R., 1951, pp. 453-7 (continuation of the discussion of D 
McCarthy — Parochus II, 
LE.R., 1951, pp. 319-25 with a sideline occasioned by the quer 
of ‘Decanus’). 
In this controversy, only Parochus II manifested persisten 
doubts on the theological certainty of the traditional view. 


F. H. Drinkwater. 


‘The Baptism invisible and its extent’ in THE DOWNSIDE REVIEW 
Winter, 1952-3, pp. 25-42 (also published in a separate, practical] 
unchanged reprint). 

Fr Drinkwater gives in this article an account of the discussion 
held in the columns of the /.E.R., and shows on this and othe 
occasions marked sympathies for the opinion that the traditione 
thesis is not a theologically certain one. 

‘Of these infants we can only say that, as far as we are told by th 
Faith, they would have gained no right to heaven, and we can onl 
leave them to the mercy of God. That is quite different from sayin 
that we know for certain that they are excluded from heaven.’ (p. 9 

Cfr. in this same sense the following other publications of F 
Drinkwater: 


‘Do unbaptized babies go to Heaven?’ in The Sower. A quarterl 
journal of Catholic Education, No. 175, April 1950, pp. 68-9 (L 
gives here a translated summary of the articles of Fr Puso i 
Orientacién Catequistica, 1949, see above). 


19 We are back in home waters now, with a vengeance! (ED.) 
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‘The babies and the Theologians’, ibid., No. 176, July 1950, 
Pp. 94-5; with the clear statement that the traditional view is not 
theologically certain: 

‘For the present at any rate, the problem is still the subject of 
discussion’. 

“The Abbreviated Catechism with explanations,’ London, 1950. 

‘Q. 256: What is Baptism . . . As regards the babies who die 
unbaptized, we can be content to leave them in God’s hands’ (p. 57). 

See also the humorous little anecdote reported in The Sower, 


April, 1954, pp. 40-1. 


Dom Bruno Webb, O.S.B. 


‘Unbaptized infants and the quasi-sacrament of death,’ in THE 
DOWNSIDE REVIEW, Summer 1953, pp. 243-57. 


Dom Webb manifests a strong conviction that the traditional 
view is not theologically certain. His theory can be summarized as 


follows: 


‘It is important to realize that neither of the opinions so far 
prevalent are anything more than opinions’ (p. 250). 

“Death never comes to anyone, whether adult or infant, except 
as a channel of grace’ (p. 247). 

At the moment of death, Mother Church exercises her own faith 
and charity in the souls of these infants who die without baptism 
in re, operating through the quasi-sacrament of death just as through 
the sacrament itself, and moreover by virtue of the latter. 

This article was reviewed by Dom Robeyns, O.S.B., in Les Questions 
liturgiques et paroissiales, n. 2 Mars-Avril, 1954, n. 194, p. 84: 

‘i (Dom Webb) part d’une considération philosophique: la 
personne humaine est contenu déja essentiellement mais non inté- 
gralement dans I’enfant dés sa conception; et d’une double donnée 
bibligque, a savoir: le paralléle entre le Christ Sauveur et Adam dans 
leur fonction vis-a-vis de ’humanité, ainsi que l’affirmation certaine 
de l’universalité du salut. Voici la thése qu’il s’efforce d’accréditer. 
Pour Jes enfants morts sans baptéme, la mort agirait comme un 
quasi-sacrement en vertu de leur participation, dans le Christ, a la 
mort rédemptrice. Certains témoignages patristiques peuvent étre 
interprétés dans ce sens. L’inconsistence des conceptions au sujet 
des limbes est un autre argument, indirect. Dom W. ne cite la liturgie 
qu’incidemment. La question se pose si dans nos documents 
liturgiques il aurait pu trouver d’autres appuis pour ces considérations 
qu’il soumet a attention des théologiens.’ 
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Worship. 


In an editorial on sacramental theology. St John’s Abbe 
(Collegeville, Minnesota), May, 1953, pp. 325-6. 

‘Our reading over the past several years has brought convictio 
that the theory of the abbé Boudes (which is essentially the theory « 
Cajetan) is tenable, and may be proposed as a probable opinion’ (326 

In the same note it was also said: 

‘We plan to have a full-length article on the subject in an ear! 
issue’ (ibid.). This article has not yet appeared. 

To these publications in the English language, must be adde 
the recently published translation of the Dutch work of Va 
Doornik-Jelsma-Van de Lisdonk: The Triptych of the Kingdoi 
(referred to above), which appeared with the Jmprimatur of th 
Archdiocese of Westminster. 


5. Some Reflexions on the Bibliography 


It is inevitably somewhat boring to work one’s way through 
long list of authors, especially if it has not been the intention of tt 
compiler to give a fully specified account of the opinions defende 
by the individual writers. It is therefore possible that more tha 
one reader has been brought to the limit of his patience. 

It seems nevertheless important to collect such data and 1 
publish them at some length, since up to now no similar surve 
seems to exist, with the unhappy consequences which I hinte 
at earlier in this article. On the basis of the data provided, it shou. 
in future be possible to substantiate the following statement 
which I present under the form of reflexions on our bibliography. | 


(a) The opinion that the traditional view is not a theologicas 
certain thesis, is fairly widespread and seems to be spreadis 
fairly rapidly. 

The enumeration of more than sixty publications of about fifl 
different authors seems to justify this statement without furth 
comment; especially if it be kept in mind that these writers are 
different nationality, different sections of the Clergy, and of differe 
rank in the Church. 

Moreover, I cannot claim to have given a complete bibliograph 
It has been my intention to be exhaustive as far as scientific artic: 
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vholly dedicated to our problem are concerned, and in this I hope 

have succeeded; as to the other data I feel that my efforts have 
een inadequate. A prolonged research in libraries of different 
ountries would perhaps double the quantity of our data. 

I must also point out that I have not included in the bibliography 
Ul those writers, who, while not pronouncing themselves against 
he liberal views, do nevertheless not give sufficiently clear indications 
hat they consider these doubts to be theologically tenable. 

Finally, it should of course not be forgotten that not everybody 
vho is favourably disposed towards these views has committed 
umself to them in writing so as to be counted in our bibliography. 


b) Doubts concerning the theological certainty of the traditional 
view are found in a fair number of publications destined for 
future priests and for those already engaged on pastoral duty. 


The Latin text book of P. Minges, the Italian one of Rev. Beni 
Fiesole), and particularly the very widely spread Dogmatik of Dr 
schmaus (Munich) can be quoted in this sense, just as well as the 
vell-known codex of Fr K. Rahner (Innsbruck), and the oral 
eaching of Prof. Kari Adam (Tiibingen). The publications of Fr 
déris (Le Saulchoir, France) and Fr Glorieux (Lille) appear to be 
juotable in the same sense, and most probably also the teaching 
of the other professors of theology enumerated above. I have more- 
yver been able personally to verify the already well-known fact 
hat these doubts are sympathetically proposed to the students of a 
air number of theological faculties and seminaries. 

If we turn next to publications destined for the use of the clergy 
ready working in the vineyard, we find that not a few defend the 
vider theories, or at least suggest very clearly that the stricter view 
eed not to be considered as a theologically certain doctrine. 
Cf. my references to L’Union, La Maison Dieu, the Revue 
cclésiastique de Liége, L’ Ami du Clergé (A. Bride), The Homiletic 
md Pastoral Review etc. to which one might add the catechetical 
apers mentioned above). 

The case of a bishop openly defending the larger views in two 
onsecutive Lenten Pastorals is surely highly exceptional, but 
he fact of these theories having found an entrance into one or other 
heological dictionary of scientific standing is obviously significant. 
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(c) The doubts raised against the traditional view are exercising 
influence on the actual catechetical teaching and on the 
instruction of the faithful. 

Anybody who compares the recent unified and other modern 
catechisms with the catechisms of previous times, will notice that 
in a great number of cases they are either absolutely silent or else 
far more reserved, where former editions appear to be more out- 
spoken in favour of the traditional view. 

This fact seemed to me to be of such importance that I found it 
necessary to obtain first-hand information from an international 
field of experts in catechetical matters. In a good number of cases 
I was informed that these omissions were explicitly due to the fact 
that, according to the present state of the question in theological 
science, it would not be desirable to insert into the catechism a 
doctrine which to all appearances, was not so certain as people 
had usually believed hitherto; and that an omission of this doctrine 
would not necessarily cause prejudice to the doctrine of the 
obligation of baptizing infants as soon as possible, provided that 
an adequate exposition of this obligation was given simultaneously. 
It was evident at the same time that a fair number of these experts 
were favourably disposed towards the doubts on the traditional 
view, but that they did not want to mention these doubts in the 
text of the catechism itself as long as the theological basis of these 
doubts had not been strengthened. 

As to the recent commentaries on catechetical instruction, both of 
elder children and adults, and other publications destined for the laity, 
I have enumerated enough examples to substantiate my assertion. 


(d) The attitude of certain sections of the Magisterium ordinarium. 

I do not, of course, pretend that this spread of doubts raised 
against the theological certainty of the traditional thesis is, taken 
by itself, a really decisive factor in favour of their tenability. It is, 
however, an important phenomenon, not only in so far as it shows 
the urgent need of clarification of this problem, implying the need 
for caution in condemning out of hand a doctrine which has found 
favour with a good many serious theologians, but also, and 
principally, in so far as it shows that quite considerable sections of 
the magisterium ordinarium do not think it either temerarious, let 
alone erroneous in fide or heretical, to defend or to divulge these 
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loubts. It simply cannot be suggested that all the ecclesiastical 
ensors of these publications and the ecclesiastical authorities 
mally responsible for the Jmprimatur granted to them, were unaware 
f what they were doing when they declared that nothing against 
aith or morals was contained in the works on which they pronounced. 
‘his cannot be presupposed, I say, since the traditional view is 
ery well known, and since there has been, from the beginning, a 
trong opposition to any attempt at overthrowing it.?° 

I am not surprised, therefore, to find that the admissibility of 
ublishing doubts against the nota theologica of the traditional 


I have limited myself to giving a bibliography of those writers who have pronounced 

remselves in favour of the tenability of the doubts raised against the traditional 

iew. There is hardly any need to give a full bibliography of those publications which 

efend the traditional view, since it is decidedly the more common opinion. So as 

> avoid all misunderstandings, it may nevertheless be useful to indicate some 

ublications which were directly intended as warning against all or some modern 

ttempts to overthrow the traditional view. 

rench-speaking countries: besides the numerous notes of Mgr A. Michel, already 
referred to above: 

J. Lekévre: ‘Sort des enfants morts sans baptéme,’ in La Pensée Catholique, 1948, 
Pp: 43-59 (against Union and Héris). 

F. Cayré: ‘Une rétractation de S. Augustin’, in L’ Année théologique augustinienne, 
1952, pp. 131-43, and the introductory note to the above mentioned article of 
Fr M. Laurenge (against Laurenge and Mulders). 

G. de Broglie: ‘Notes sur la doctrine du péché originel’ in No. 16, de la ‘Catho’ 
(Institut Catholique de Paris), no date, p. 9. 

utch-speaking countries: 

H. Diepen, O.S.B.: “De predestinatie der kinderen’ in Studia Catholica, 1947, 
PP- 194-215, 1948, pp. 18-39, 65-68. (against the Verbum articles of Fr Mulders). 

F. De Pauw: ‘‘“‘Rond het Lot der ongedoopte kinderen,” in Collectanea 
Mechliniensia, Periodici dioecesani, t. XXXIV, fasc. VI, Nov. 1949, pp. 658-88. 
The author discusses the views of Mulders, Sanders and Boudes and finds them 
“not convincing’. His judgement on their theological untenability is, however, 
far more reserved.’ 

panish-speaking countries: 

Hilario Yaben: ‘Nuestro juicio,’ in Revista Ecclesiastica, 1936, pp. 155-76 (against 
Dr Plaza de S. Luis). 

Jorge Sily, S.J.: ‘Pueden s alvarse los nifios sin el bautismo?’ in Ciencia y Fe (S. 
Miguel), Julio-Dicembre, pp. 7-26 (not directed against any particular author). 

alian-speaking countries: 
Cfr. our above references to Perfice Munus, which reprints the Bulletino del 
clero della diocesi di Trento; and to the reviews of the work of Fr Beni resp. in 
Gregorianum and La Civilta Cattolica. 

nglish (or American) speaking countries: 
Cfr. besides the answers given by Dr McCarthy in the I.E.R. (see above): 

J. Le Blanc, C.J.M.: ‘Children’s Limbo theory or doctrine?’ in The American 

- Ecclesiastical Review, 1947, pp. 161-83 (against Fr Fangauer). 

W. O’Connor: ‘Is the Limbo of infants an hypothesis?’ in Homiletic and Pastoral 
Review, 1947, pp. 273-9. ; " F ; 
whom one may most probably add all those writers who in recent times continue 
teach the traditional view while stating that it is an at least theologically certain thesis. 
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thesis had previously been considered with care and attention by 
those responsible for the final publication.* 

It will be evident that Fr Leeming’s statements are not borne 
out by the evidence suggested by our bibliographical data. And 
this not only as far as pure numbers are concerned (‘some writers’— 
‘those few’). Of greater importance is the recognized status of some 
champions of these doubts against the classic thesis, and the fact that 
the spread of these doubts has so far been tolerated. If it be true that: 

‘Theologians of all nations, of all Orders, of all schools of thought 
throughout centuries, have thought that it is the traditional] faith of 
the Church that infants dying unbaptized are excluded from heaven’, 

and that we therefore may ask: 
‘Upon what subject, before a formal definition, has there been 
a clearer, a more unanimous, and a more persistent agreement than 
upon this assertion that it is part of the faith that infants dying 
without baptism are excluded from heaven?’ (p. 328); 
and if it be true at the same time: 

‘that they (who have expressed doubts) have not appreciably weakened 

the evidence of the universal teaching of Fathers, Doctors, Councils, 

Popes and theologians of the Church’ (p. 212). 
it is surely somewhat difficult to understand how these doubts could 
have been backed up by several outstanding contemporary historians 
of dogma and how they could have been allowed to be so 
unequivocally voiced. As far as I am concerned I think that it 
can be said safely and without prejudice to a final solution of the 
problem itself, that this divergence of opinion is in great part due 
to the fact. that Fr Leeming’s judgement concerning the modern 
doubts proceeds from an inaccurate representation of the latter and 
from a neglect of their essential qualifications and nuances and that 
for this very reason many of the arguments of Fr Leeming against the 
more carefully argued positions are ineffective and frequently beside 
the point. It will be my next task to substantiate this suggestion. 


*1 B.g. (a) G. Mulders, s.3., Bijdragen, 1948, p. 217: 

‘It should be added that the thesis in question (as published in the Verbum 
articles) was not at all a personal opinion of the undersigned, but that, 
before any form of publication, it was longe lateque examined by 
professional theologians, and we may well add that this examination 
was carried out with the greatest care, precisely because the weight of 
the communis opinio theologorun had to be taken into account... . 

(b) In an introductory note to the article of M. Laurenge, the editor of 
L’ Année théologique augustinienne (F. Cayré) found it necessary to state 
explicitly that he had decided to allow the publication of this article only: 


‘par égard pour les hautes autorités qui lui ont donné I’Jmprimatur 
(art. cit., p. 143). 
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PARISI 


A FEW CRITICAL REMARKS ON ’ THE 
TREATMENT OF OUR PROBLEM IN THE 
RECENT “CLERGY” REVIEW ARTICLES 


I shall divide this part into four different sections, considering 
n turn: 

1. The Status quaestionis as understood by Fr Leeming. 

2. His suggestion that “Those who have denied that such infants 
are excluded from heaven not seldom have a false concept 
of the supernatural gift given in Baptism’ (p. 331 ss.). 

3. Some arguments drawn from Tradition and Magisterium 
as adduced by Fr Leeming against those who have manifested 
doubts on the classic view. 

4.» The real position of the question to-day. 


5. General conclusions. 


The Status quaestionis as understood by Fr Leeming. 


(a) The Status quaestionis is introduced repeatedly by Fr Leeming 
vith formulas such as: 

‘babies who have died unbaptized before reaching any use of reason’ 
(p. 66, the very first page of the first article), ‘infants dying unbaptized 
before they reach any use of reason’ (p. 69). 

In conformity with this placing of the problem, the conclusion 
f the first of the Clergy Review articles reads as follows: 

‘To end, then, the substantial fact may again be recorded: The 
Church, as far as all evidence shows, from the second to the seventh 
century, universally believed it to be revealed that an infant dying 
before any use of reason, and unbaptized, cannot attain to the 
beatific vision’ (p. 84; all italics ours). 

Many defenders of the so-called liberal view have maintained 
he possibility of an experimentally unobservable, supernatural 
lumination for infants in the actual moment of death, and the 
onsequert possibility of true baptism of desire (these infants 
cquiring the status of morally adult persons). Therefore, it seems 
sss accurate to present the modern problem in the terms here 
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employed by Fr Leeming, especially if this formula be specified 
in the following way: 

‘What then is the mind of the Church about the lot of infants 
who die, after promulgation of the Gospel, without attaining any use 
of reason and unbaptized?’ (p. 70; italics ours). 

To presuppose right from the beginning that these infants, who 
certainly die before the age of reason, do equally certainly also 
die ‘without attaining any use of reason’, and to introduce this 
presupposition into the placing of the problem, is an evasion, 
though inadvertent, of an essential point of the modern problem, 
and vitiates the discussion right from the beginning. We shall see later 
that this fact is of the greatest importance for a right evaluation of 
the arguments drawn by Fr Leeming both from St Augustine and 
‘the Church from the second to the seventh century’. It is necessary 
to test this evidence in direct confrontation with the Illumination 
theory if we wish to establish whether and how far this early evidence 
can be quoted against this theory. 


(b) Secondly, I shall have to draw attention to the important 
distinction between some cruder types of the liberal theory and the 
more balanced and cautious positions. 

This distinction is practically neglected by Fr Leeming, with the 
inevitable result that many of his arguments are hardly relevant 
to the more serious work of some recent defenders of the liberal 
view. 

It is, for example, with justice that Fr Leeming, speaking in the 
abstract, makes an observation such as: 

“Nevertheiess, in two ways expression of opinion may affect the 
matter. First, to suggest that every baby whether baptized or not 
enjoys the beatific vision may risk some lessening of zeal in baptizing 
them’ (p. 67; italics ours), 

but it should have been stated from the beginning, and kept 
constantly in mind, that a fair number of those who have manifested 
doubts on the classic view, only envisage certain categories of 
infants, and that practically nobody says that these infants do in 
actual fact enjoy the beatific vision, but only that they might 
possibly have a chance of enjoying it, or, even more prudently, that 
we cannot say for certain that they will not have a chance of being 
admitted to the beatific vision. The persistent omission of these 
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listinctions and, in consequence, the at times sweeping and careless 
guments against the liberal theories as a whole, besides being 
bjectively unfair to a large number of theologians, imply that 
he real implications of the modern status quaestionis have not been 
roperly understood. Here are one or two specimens of what I mean: 
‘To turn, however, from the historical to the theoretical, it is fair 
to ask whether a logical justification for infant Baptism can be 
given if it is held that infants will be saved whether baptized or not. 
It is clear and logical to say: “Baptism gives the right to heaven and 
without it infants are shut out of heaven”. That is reasoning which 
even a child can understand. But it is subtle and confusing to the 
simple to say: “We must baptize infants in order that they may go to 
heaven, but, of course, they will go to heaven whether we baptize 
them or not”’ (p. 333). 

It is hardly necessary to say that this type of reasoning does not 
lo justice to the actual situation. For the words in question are 
ither directed against some extreme (imagined?) positions, in which 
ase this should have been made clear, or they are directed against 
nybody who has manifested doubts on the theological certainty 
f the traditional or classic view, in which case the argument simply 
annot stand up to a confrontation with the facts. There is hardly 
nybody who says or who maintains equivalently that all these 
nfants ‘of course, will go to heaven, whether we baptize them or not’. 

Three vital modifications are here overlooked by Fr Leeming 
vhich, taken together, open the way for an answer to the question 
vhether a ‘theoretical’ or ‘logical’ justification for infant-baptism 
an be given by the defenders of the more balanced positions: 


(i) A fair number of the modern theories do not envisage all 
these infants, but only certain categories (for example, 
infants dying in utero, or more generally, infants who through 
nobody’s fault or negligence could not be baptized in re, 
or again, only infants of fervent Catholic parents dying in 
the given circumstances). 


(ii) The question most frequently under consideration is not 
whether these infants will go to heaven, but whether they 
will have a chance of going to heaven. (The Illumination 
theory, for instance, envisages a choice in the moment of 
death, which may lead to heaven, but also to hell.) 
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(iii) There is hardly anybody who proposes his doubts or his 
particular thesis with the degree of certainty here attributed 
to the liberal theories as a whole. The more balanced positions 
do not state that these infants will certainly or ‘of course’ 
go to heaven, not even that they will certainly or ‘of course’ 
have a chance of going there. They ask, on the contrary, 
tentatively whether our positive and historical evidence 
obliges us to maintain that all categories of these infants 
certainly cannot attain to the beatific vision. 


Taking all this into account, it would not seem to be fair to attack 
these modified positions by asking ‘whether a logical justification 
for infant-baptism can be given if it is held that infants will be saved 
whether baptized or not’, or to identify these positions with the 
statement: “We must baptize babies in order that they may go to 
heaven, but, of course, they will go to heaven whether we baptize 
them or not’. What a defender of these modified positions would 
really say ‘to the simple’—if indeed he thought it expedient to 
mention the matter at all in the actual state of the present discussions 
— would be something like this: 

“We are not absolutely certain what is going to happen to infants 
dying unbaptized. But many doctors and theologians of former and 


of our own times are of the opinion that they will be perpetually 
excluded from heaven. 


On the other hand we are absolutely certain that God has given us 
a means to secure heaven infallibly for these infants. This we can do 
by administering the sacrament of Baptism to them. We are therefore 
under a serious obligation both of charity towards the infant, and of 
obedience towards our Lord, and the Church, to baptize infants as 
scon as possible, and to make them participate by this infallible 
means in divine life as existing in the visible Church’ (cf. also the 
argument of Fr J. Cooper, D.Dp., reproduced by us above in our 
bibliography). : 

As far as the ‘theorectical’ and ‘logical’ justification of infant- 
baptism is concerned —and this is the only point here under 
consideration —I think that such reasoning is not at all ‘subtle 
and confusing’. It may be true that the argument of Fr Leeming: 
‘Baptism (i.e. in re) gives the right to heaven and without it infants 
are shut out of heaven’, urges more effectively the necessity of 
Baptism. But this is not a decisive argument. The necessity and 
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function of Baptism in re could be urged more effectively by denying 
that adults can profit from baptism of desire: ‘Baptism (in re) 
gives the right to heaven and without it adults are shut out of heaven’. 
This proposition is manifestly wrong, and the obligation of Baptism 
(in re) can and must be defended ‘theoretically’ and ‘logically’ 
without having recourse to this compulsive but nevertheless false 
argument. If this be true, and if ‘the simple’ are able to understand 
the theoretical and logical justification of the Catholic doctrine on 
the necessity and obligatory character of Baptism (in re) without 
this very simple but also very wrong argument, it may well be asked: 
(a) whether Fr Leeming’s argument: 
‘Baptism (in re) gives the right to heaven and without it infants 


are shut out of heaven’ provides the only possible theoretical and 
logical justification for infant-baptism; and 

(b) whether this particular type of theoretical and logical justification 
is the only one ‘the simple’ would understand. 

As far as logical coherence is concerned —and this is the 
only point here under discussion — I think that the first question 
may safely be answered in the negative. We shall have occasion 
to develop this at some length when we come to consider a parallel 
which, in the speculative order, can certainly be made, between the 
doctrine on baptism of desire in general and its suggested application 
to the case of infants. 

As to the second question, surely even a child would be able to 
understand the logical justification of infant-baptism as outlined 
in the above paraphrase or as actually given by some defenders 
of the liberal views. Again, Fr Leeming writes: 

‘On their view (Cartwright’s and Calvin’s), Baptism is merely an 
outward confirmation or sign of grace already received, as Gorham 
held against the Bishop of Exeter; and the sacrament becomes an 
edifying ceremony, helpful to the parents, but not really affecting 
the infant at all. Calvin says that “infants derive some benefit from 
their baptism, when being engrafted into the body of the Church, 
they are made an object of greater interest to the other members.” 
If infants go to heaven whether baptized or not, what other defence 
can be made? The logic of an admission that unbaptized infants 
may go to heaven tends inevitably to a denial that infant-baptism 
is justified on any other ground than that it edifies parents and 
reminds them of their duty to bring up their children as Christians’ 
(p. 335; italics ours). 
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The objective unfairness of this argument lies in the fact that 
once again it is obviously directed against the liberal theories ‘er 
bloque’, and that again no care whatever is taken to distinguist 
between the more balanced liberal positions and some other rea: 
or imagined ones. The charges, then, would only be justified if 1 
was commonly held by all the defenders of the modern theories tha: 
(a) allinfants (b) go (c) certainly to heaven. But this is not the case. 

If the modifications and nuances made by the more reputable 
exponents of the modern view are taken into account, it become: 
at once evident that these balanced positions do not tend inevitabls 
to.an assertion that infant-baptism is justified only as it edifie: 
parents, etc, any more than the doctrine on baptism of desire ir 
general tends inevitably to an assertion that Baptism of adults i: 
justified only as it edifies the convert or the Church at large 
or reminds them to live a Christian life in the visible community 
of the Church. This point is so essential that I may be allowed tc 
work it out somewhat more fully: 

(a) The general doctrine on baptism of desire in adults envisage: 
exclusively such cases in which the adult in question, throug! 
no fault of his own, could not receive Baptism in re. Similarly 
the theologians whose views we are considering envisag 
exclusively such cases in which the infants in question 
through no fault of their own, could not receive baptisn 
in re. Not a few authors limit this position — which woulk 
apply to all these infants — to those infants who, throug! 
no one’s fault, could not receive Baptism in re (infant 
dying in utero shortly after conception, etc.). 

(b) The general doctrine on baptism of desire in adults, far fron 
suggesting a means of salvation completely independent o 
the visible Church or the visible sacrament, on the contra 
implies that baptism of desire is directed towards Baptisn 
in re as towards its end and salutary source. The mor 
carefully argued suggestions that baptism of desire may b 
operative in the case of infants, equally far from suggestin: 
a means of salvation completely independent of the visibl 
Church or the visible sacrament, on the contrary maintai 
that this baptism of desire is directed towards Baptism in r 
as towards its end and salutary source. 
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(c) 


(d) 


The general doctrine on baptism of desire in adults does not 
suggest that this is an equally secure or infallible means 
of salvation as Baptism in re, and for this and many other 
reasons (the positive commandment of our Lord and of the 
Church, the necessity of being socially linked to the visible 
Church, the reception of the visible sacramental character, 
etc.) the Church insists on the obligation of baptizing adults 
by the visible sacrament. 

Those who suggest that baptism of desire may be operative 
in the case of infants likewise do not imply that it is an 
equally secure or infallible means of salvation as Baptism 
in re, and for this and many other reasons (the positive 
commandment of our Lord; the necessity of being socially 
linked with the Church; the reception of the sacramental 
character, etc.) they insist on the obligation of baptizing 
infants by the visible sacrament. This insistence is here even 
greater, not only because these suggestions cannot claim 


* the same theological certainty as the doctrine on baptism 


of desire for adults, but also because, by the very nature of 
things, infants are more exposed to the danger of death as 
well as in general far more dependent on their fellow men. 
The general doctrine on baptism of desire for adults cannot, 
for the reasons enumerated under a—c, be attacked by 
stating that the logic of an admission that adults unbaptized 
in re may go to heaven, tends inevitably to a denial that 
baptism of adults is justified on any other grounds than 
that it edifies the adult in question and the Church, and 
reminds them of their duty of living a Christian life in the 
visible community of the Church. And it would be an 
obvious ignorantia elenchi to associate the general doctrine 
on baptism of desire for adults with Calvinistic or other 
heretical opinions. 

The more carefully argued suggestions that baptism of desire 
may be operative in the case of infants (or at least of certain 
categories of them) would, for precisely the same reasons, 
appear to be invulnerable to an attack on them which states 
that ‘the logic of an admission that unbaptized infants may go 
to heaven, tends inevitably to a denial that infant-baptism is 
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justified on any other ground than that it edifies parents anc 
reminds them of their duty to bring up their children a 
Christians’. And it would likewise appear to be an obviou. 
ignorantia elenchi to associate these suggestions with th 
Calvinistic or other heretical opinions. 


The suggestions of the liberal theories do not, then, proceec 


from 


the unorthodox presuppositions of formal and positiv: 


predestination, nor from an exaggerated emphasis on actual persona 
faith in the moment of receiving the visible sacrament, nor from % 
general underestimation of the visibility of the Church, th 
sacraments in general, Baptism in particular, etc. 

Two observations, however, ought to be added to the counter 
argument drawn from the parallel between the general doctrine o1 
baptism of desire and its suggested application in the case of infants 


(a) 


(b) 


This parallel does not prove that baptism of desire is possibl 
in the case of infants, let alone that it is, in this order of God’ 
providence, in fact operative. 

These questions can evidently be decided, finally, only b 
the fullest possible consideration of all relevant data, no 
only of the human sciences but also and principally o 
Revelation, Tradition and Magisterium of the Church. 

My only intention here has been to defend these suggestion 
against what seems to be an unjustifiable attack, by showin 
that these suggestions do not Jogically tend — and this wa 
the only point here under consideration — to render a 
orthodox justification of infant-baptism impossible. Sure 
some discussion is necessary on the doctrine of baptism b 
desire, and its possible application to infants. 


It would however perhaps not be fair to insist too much 0 
the absence of such a discussion in the Clergy Review article: 
for it would appear that Fr Leeming is here again arguin 
against some extreme positions. It is nevertheless regrettabl 
that, through disregard of the real status quaestionis, thi 
argument is proposed against every type of liberal theor 
and hence is beside the point. It is also regrettable that h 
does not accurately determine the precise points on whic 
the liberal positions differ from the heresy of Pelagiv 
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(first article passim), of Wycliff (p. 199), of Luther and 
Calvin (p. 200 ff), of the Baptists and Calvinists (p. 33 ff) 
and that on account of this inaccuracy, the historical 
argumentation is for the most part seriously vitiated. I 
shall have to return to these points while examining the 
historical evidence as used by Fr Leeming. 


I shall at the same time have ample opportunity of discussing 
yhether, in the use of the patristic and later materials, sufficient 
ttention has been given to the fact that the modern theories 
enerally do not suggest ‘some general remedy avilable other than 
japtism’ (p. 327), but that they are only concerned with the question 
yhether baptism of desire may perhaps take the place of Baptism 
dministered in water. 

An illustration of the consequences of not paying enough attention 
) this fact, is the following attack by Fr Leeming on an argument 
f Fr Drinkwater, first published in this REVIEW. The argument of 
he latter is textually reproduced by Fr Leeming: 

“All who die in original sin are excluded from heaven. 


But these infants die in original sin. 
Therefore these infants are excluded from heaven.’ 


‘The major premiss may fairly be called of faith, since the Church 
has officially interpreted our Lord’s words to Nicodemus (John iii, 
5), in the strict sense. As for the minor, it was taken for granted as 
being a fact of common observation. But is it?’ (THE DOWNSIDE 
REVIEW, Winter, 1952-53, p. 32; reproduced by Fr Leeming on p. 322). 

On this argument Fr Leeming makes the following perhaps 
ymewhat sharp remark: 

‘There is a flaw in this reasoning, because the proper major 
proposition to be deduced from John iii, 5, is: “those who die 
unregenerated by water and the Holy Ghost are excluded from 
heaven”; for if this be doubtful, then the deduction of original sin 
from John iii, 5, is itself doubtful. But leaving questions of logic. . .’ 
(p. 322). 

While here again omitting the question whether Fr Drinkwater 
nderestimates or not ‘the traditional nature of Catholic teaching’, 
hich is not the point of Fr Leeming’s criticism here, I may first 
ate that the syllogism itself, with the following ad majorem and 
1 minorem explanation, can hardly have been the object of Fr 
eeming’s criticism. This argument is, in fact, quite commonly 
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used in the explanation of the traditional or classic view, and in 
this particular case it is nothing more than the faithful rendering 
of the reasoning of Dr McCarthy, whose position Fr Drinkwater 
had intended to reproduce. Dr McCarthy himself had summarized 
his own opinion in the concluding lines of his reply of November 
1950 (1.E.R., 1950, p. 443), in the following terms: 

‘(We know that God wishes all men to be saved). We know (too) 
that those with the guilt of original sin on their souls cannot be 
saved; that Baptism in re vel in voto is the sole means appointed for 
the remission of original sin, and that unbaptized infants, without 
any fault on their part, are deprived of these means . . .’ (loc. cit.). 

This was only a resumé of what he stated previously: 


‘It is of faith that Baptism in re vel in voto is necessary, by necessity 
of means, for salvation; that those who die in original sin on their 
souls cannot attain the beatific vision (cf. Beraza, De Novissimis, 
n. 1068). It is an incontrovertible fact of rational observation that 
many children die without Baptism in re, and that infants who have 
not the use of reason cannot elicit a votum baptismi — unless we 
postulate here, without a shred of evidence, a constant series of 
miracles whereby the infants are illuminated by grace and enabled 
to formulate an act of love of God and implicit desire of Baptism; 
in which event they would no longer be infants . . .’ (art. cit., p. 438). 


It is true that Dr McCarthy does not explicitly refer to John iii, 4 
for the proof of the proposition that those who die with the sole 
guilt of original sin on their souls cannot attain the beatific vision, 
but he refers for this proof to the work of Beraza, and there we 
read in the place indicated: 

Thesis: Qui cum solo peccato originali decedunt, excluduntur 
quidem a vita aeterna. 

Pars I: Excluduntur a vita aeterna. 

Prob.: Ex verbis Christi dicentis: Nisi quis renatus fuerit ete 
(John iii, 5). 

It would therefore appear that the syllogism, and the subsequent 
explanations ad majorem et ad minorem, are a faithful rendering of 
Dr McCarthy’s reasoning, which, is, of course, quite sound and 
not a novel way of presenting the matter. 

The criticisms of Fr Leeming must therefore refer to the following 
reflections of Fr Drinkwater on this argument: 


‘As for the minor (‘‘these infants die in original sin”, whict 
according to Dr McC. would be a certain statement since thesé 
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children do not receive baptism in re and are at the same time 
incapable of baptism in voto), it was taken for granted as being a 
fact of common observation. But is it?” 

Against this final question, then, Fr Leeming remarks that it 
ontains ‘a flaw in the reasoning’, because the proper major 
roposition to be deduced from John iii, 5, is... 

If one takes his suggestion, the syllogism ought therefore to run 
s follows: 


‘Those who die unregenerated by water and the Holy Ghost, 
are excluded from heaven. 

But these infants die unregenerated by water and the Holy Ghost. 

Therefore these infants are excluded from heaven’. 


Does this ‘proper major proposition to be deduced from John 
ii, 5° and the reconstructed syllogism differ essentially from what 
*r Drinkwater had said, and do they indeed reveal that there was 
a flaw in the reasoning’ of the latter as far as ‘questions of logic 
re concerned?’ Fr Drinkwater had not denied or called in doubt 
hat ‘those who die unregenerated by water and the Holy Ghost 
re excluded from heaven’, nor had he said anything from which 
t would follow logically that ‘the deduction of original sin from 
ohn iii, 5 is itself doubtful’. He had on the contrary stated that 
the Church has officially interpreted our Lord’s words to Nicodemus 
n the strict sense’, viz. precisely that all ‘those who die 
inregenerated by water and the Holy Ghost’ (John ili, 5) die in 
riginal sin and are hence excluded from heaven.’ 

But in logic — and this is the only point here under consideration 
— this obvious use of John iii, 5 does not prevent him from asking 
is further question. For since it cannot be maintained that the 
regeneration by water and the Holy Ghost’ is always and exclusively 
ffected through baptism in re, and since everybody has to admit 
hat the ‘regeneration by water and the Holy Ghost’ can very well 
ake place through baptism of desire, it remains a perfectly logical 
uestion to ask whether infants can perhaps be regenerated by water 
nd the Holy Ghost through baptism of desire. 

Only if one presupposes right from the beginning that the terms 
regeneration by water and the Holy Ghost’ and ‘regeneration by 
Japtism inre’ are either always, or at least in this particular case of 
nfants, simply co-extensive terms, is there a sufficient basis for 
ecusing Fr Drinkwater’s reasoning of revealing ‘a flaw’ as far as 
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‘questions of logic’ are concerned. But we may well ask whether 
such a pre-supposition would in the given context reveal itself to 
be perfectly logical. 


2. Fr Leeming’s suggestion that ‘Those who have denied that such 
infants are excluded from heaven not seldom have a false concept 
of the supernatural gift given in Baptism (p. 331). 

Fr Leeming devotes a special section of his third article to this 
charge which is developed on pages 335-8. In corroboration of the 
statement that ‘those who have denied . . . not seldom have a false 
concept of the supernatural gift given in Baptism’, the author refers 
to three statements made recently, by two defenders of the doubts 
against the classic view. On this we may note in the first place that 
this small number is not sufficient to prove the assertion ‘not seldom 
have a false concept . . .” unless one presupposes wrongly that the 
total number of those who have manifested these doubts is extremely 
small. The charge is, in fact, raised against ‘many’ defenders of the 
liberal positions and it would therefore appear advisable to reveal 
the identity of these authors so as to clear from unmerited suspicions 
all those theologians who never associated themselves with the ideas 
of either of them. I shall, therefore, first reproduce the charges and 
then make a few comments upon them: 

‘The Catholic position has always been, says Fr Leeming, that 
grace and the destiny to the beatific vision, is a gift beyond man’s 
natural power and beyond man’s unqualified natural aspirations, a 
gift which God could have withheld. Pius XII in Humani Generis 
says that it is a perversion of the true gratuitousness of the 
supernatural order to argue that God could not create intelligent 
beings without calling and ordering them to the beatific vision. Even 
without grace, and after the Fall, man can do some acts which are 
morally right and good; and the native powers of man remain 
sufficient to enable him to establish the existence of God, of moral 
obligations, and to recognize the signs of God’s revelation. Without 
the call to the supernatural, man would still be man; as St Thomas 
puts it, even after the Fall, naturalia manserunt integra. There are 
differences of opinion among Catholics as to the extent of the effects 
of original sin in weakening man’s intellectual powers and in lessening 
his strength of will; but all agree that man remains still man, able 
to do some acts good in the natural order, even without grace. 

Now those who hold that God will bring all infants, whether 
baptized or not, to the vision of Himself ought to be very careful 
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to avoid giving the impression that salvation is demanded by the 
mere fact of an infant’s existence as a human being. In fact, not all 
have been as careful as they might. One says that man without 
grace is like an electric cable without electric current; and hence 
it is inconceivable that a personally innocent human being could be 
left in that condition by God. Now without current, an electric cable 
can fulfil no purpose whatever, since there is no other imaginable 
pian for an electric cable. The comparison is emphatically untrue, 
when applied to men; for even without grace the design of man is 
not purposeless and inept. Another says that the beatific vision is 
man’s “‘veritable and native destiny”. This is true, if “native” and 
“veritable” be taken as implying the destiny with which infants 
are actually born; but it is not true as implying that it is the only 
possible destiny which as human beings they might have. Further, 
one reads that “every human being possesses a claim to the grace 
of redemption through incorporation into the second Adam’. If 
this means that every human being has a claim to be incorporated 
into the second Adam and so to have grace, it is manifestly false; 
for the grace of incorporation into Christ is utterly gratuitous and 
no human being has any claim whatever to it. If it means, as in the 
context it obviously means, that God must give every infant grace, 
whether baptized or not, then it is likewise false, as the authorities 
cited show. Calvin said practically this etc .. .” (pp. 336-7). 


Three references to modern publications can be found in this 
ast paragraph: the comparison of the electric cable and the 
uotation: ‘every human being possesses a claim to the grace of 
edemption through incorporation into the second Adam’ are 
aken from the article of Dom Bruno Webb, 0.s.B.: ‘Unbaptized 
nfants and the Quasi-sacrament of death’, THE DOWNSIDE REVIEW, 
ummer 1953, pp. 252 and 244 respectively. The text about ‘man’s 
eritable and native destiny’ can be found in the article of the 
bbé Boudes: ‘Réflexions sur la solidarité des hommes avec le 
‘hrist. A Ll’occasion des limbes des enfants,’ Nouv. Rev. Théol., 
949, P- 593- : 

Since Dom Bruno Webb is defending himself publicly, I shall 
mit myself to the discussion of the case of the abbé Boudes. 

The substance of the accusations raised against the abbé Boudes 
re contained in the words: 


(a) ‘Not all have been as careful as they might’ ‘to avoid giving the 
impression that salvation is demanded by the mere fact of an 
infant’s existence as a human being’. and 
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(b) that the reference to the beatific vision as being ‘man’s veritable 
and native destiny’ is ‘not true as implying that it is the only 
possible destiny which as human beings they might have.’ 

To understand the real meaning of these charges we must 
investigate the meaning given by Fr Leeming to the expressions 
‘the mere fact of an infant’s existence as a human being’ and ‘the 
only possible destiny which as human beings they might have’. 
The meaning of these expressions can easily be ascertained by 
considering the two preceding paragraphs. Fr Leeming considers 
there the various doctrines of the Protestants and Jansenists, the 
Lutherans and Bajus, and quotes Pius XII saying in Humani Generis 
‘that it is a perversion of the true gratuitousness of the supernatural 
order to argue that God could not create intelligent beings without 
calling and ordering them to the beatific vision’ (p. 336). This 
reference to Humani Generis and the preceding elaboration of the 
heresies and errors there mentioned sound the first keynote of what 
Fr Leeming wants to say, namely: 

(a) ‘grace, and the destiny to the beatific vision, is a gift beyond 
man’s natural powers and beyond man’s unqualified natural 
aspirations, a gift which God could have withheld’ (ibid.). 

Or, in other words, there exists the possibility of an order (ordo 
naturae purae) in which man would not have been destined to the 
beatific vision, and that it is for this very reason not permissible to 
argue that the destiny to the beatific vision is “demanded by the 
mere fact of an infant’s existence as a human being’. 

Fr Leeming refers in this same context also to the heretical or 
erroneous doctrines concerning the condition of man after the 
Fall and without grace: Man would in these conditions not be in 
the state of 

‘an intimate, grievous, most profound and abysmal, inscrutable 

and indescribable corruption of the whole nature and of all the 

powers of man, chiefly of the superior and principal faculties of the 
soul, a corruption which infects the mind, intellect, heart and will 

(Fr Leeming’s quotation from the Formula of Concord, Pp- 335). 

Nor would it be possible to say that in these conditions: 

‘every deed of an infidel is a sin, that free will without grace is able 

only to sin and that man is so under the domination of worldly desires 

that infants who die unbaptized begin actually to hate God as soon 


as they have the use of reason’ (Fr Leeming’s references to the 
condemned propositions of Bajus, p. 335). 
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These quotations and the rest of Fr Leeming’s arguments sound 
he second keynote, namely 


(b) that it would be wrong to suggest that 


‘An infant dying unbaptized could have no natural love of God, 
would be under the domination of worldly love, would be utterly 
miserable and in a state far beneath the natural; for it would 
be deprived not merely of supernatural gifts, but of natural 
endowments’ (p. 336). 


These, then, are the only two points here considered by Fr Leeming 
on which he advises great carefulness, and concerning which he 
naintains that ‘in fact, not all have been as careful as they might’. 

We will therefore have to consider whether the abbé Boudes: 

(a) was not careful enough to avoid giving the impression that 
grace and the destiny to the beatific vision is not a gift beyond 
man’s natural powers and beyond man’s unqualified natural 
aspirations, a gift which God could have withheld; or in other 
words whether he denied the possibility of an order of pure 

” nature, and did in this sense maintain that the beatific vision was 
“demanded by the mere fact of an infant’s existence as a human 
being,’ and 

(b) whether he was not careful enough to avoid giving the impression 
that an unbaptized infant dying after the Fall and without 
grace would not ‘still be able to do some acts good in the 
natural order, even without grace’, it rather being in the state of 
‘abysmal corruption’. 

To both these questions only one answer is possible: a most 
lecided no, and it would really be interesting to see a proof for 
hese serious accusations. What the abbé really said can be 
ummarized in the following terms: ‘The mere fact of having been 
reated together produces mutual relationships between all creatures, 
nd relationships of ‘solidarity’ between all human beings. The 
all to the supernatural order which God bestowed on Adam was 
e facto a call of the whole human race to the order of the beatific 
ision, and in this way sublimated the solidarity which existed 
lready on the purely natural level between Adam and all future 
yankind. Neither the natural nor the supernatural solidarity was 
annihilated by the Fall of Adam, as the very fact of original sin 
mply demonstrates. And it is this same law of solidarity which 
1 its salutary effects becomes visible in the work of Redemption; 
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Christ is the Second Adam. He represents humanity better and more 
efficaciously than the first Adam: 
‘ainsi d’un cété, le péché d’un seul, passant a tous les hommes pour 
leur condamnation; de l’autre, Ja justice d’un seul, passant également 
4 tous les hommes pour la justification de la vie’ (the reference of 
the abbé to Rom. vy, 18), (art. cit., p. 593). 


Basing himself on these considerations as well as on the positive 
texts concerning the universal salvific will of God, the abbé proceeds 
to ask: 

‘Le Christ n’est-il point le seul vrai chef de ’humanité? Dans ce 
cas peut-on concevoir l’existence des Limbes des enfants, c’est a 
dire l’état d’étres humains restant 4 jamais sans aucun lien de solidarité 
avec leur véritable chef?’ (art. cit., p. 589). 

One need not agree with the suggestion of abbé Boudes that 
infants in Limbo would have ‘aucun lien de solidarité avec leur 
véritable chef’, or with many others of his suggestions, and it may 
indeed be seriously contested whether the Scripture texts, etc. 
adduced by him constitute a sufficiently strong basis for a proof 
that the mere existence of these infants as human beings in this 
concrete order of God’s providence into which Christ the Redeemer 
was born postulate a revision of the traditional or classic view on 
the destiny of these infants. But all this is not to the point of Fr 
Leeming’s accusations, namely that the abbé was not careful enough 
to avoid giving the impression that salvation would be demanded 
by the mere fact of an infant’s existence as a human being. 

The abbé did not proceed from the infant’s existence as a human 
being, but from its existence as a human being in this concrete order 
of God’s providence into which Christ the Redeemer was born. This 
addition is not just an accidental one, but on the contrary, draws 
a sharp line of distinction between the heretical or erroneous 
doctrines quoted by Fr Leeming and the suggestions made by the 
abbé. It is therefore impossible to attack the abbé Boudes on the 
grounds of the condemnation of errors and heresies with which he 
has neither explicitly nor implicitly associated himself. 

It is in the same sense that one has to interpret the abbé’s statement. 
that the beatific vision is ‘man’s veritable and native destiny’. He. 
never ‘implied’ that this would be ‘the only possible destiny which: 
as human beings they might have’. The French word ‘native’ already’ 
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mplies that the only ordo in view is our concrete historical order, 
nto which Christ the Redeemer was born. But besides, it should 
1ave been evident from the whole trend of the author’s exposition 
hat he was always and exclusively speaking of the destiny which 
hese infants have in this order of God’s providence, into which 
christ the Redeemer was de facto born. 

The word ‘destiny’ being ambiguous, one would be tempted to 
nterpret Fr Leeming’s assertion in the following way: 

‘Another says that the beatific vision is man’s ‘‘veritable and 
lative destiny” (destiny here meaning: orientation towards the last 
nd). This is true, if “native” and “‘veritable” be taken as implying 
he destiny (orientation towards the last end) with which infants 
ie actually born; but it is not true as implying that it is an end 
o which they must, as members of our race, inevitably attain.’ 
Phis reasoning would be correct, and could indeed be adduced 
gainst the abbé. It can nevertheless hardly have been the intention 
yf Fr Leeming to attack him in this way: 


(a) because this would imply that the word “destiny” is in the 
same proposition, without any warning whatever, used in 
two fundamentally different senses; not to mention the fact 
that the word destiny is constantly used in the sense of 
“Jast end” (cf. p. 335); 


(b) because this would vitiate the whole preceding argument 
and his previous interpretation of the word’ (cfr. the references 
to Humani Generis, etc.). 


It would therefore appear that the abbé Boudes did not exceed 
he limits of orthodoxy on the points here brought against him, 
ut that he remained within the limits of what all Catholic 
heologians maintain. 

But neither did the abbé say or suggest in any way that these 
ifants are, after the Fall and without grace, in a state of abysmal 
orruption. His whole argument proceeds exclusively from the 
onsideration that in this order of God’s providence all these 
ifants are de facto called to the beatific vision, and that in 
onsequence the non-attainment of this their last end implies a 
rivatio, i.e. an absentia boni debiti as required not of course by the 
ifant gua human being, but in so far as it is and remains called by 
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the decree of Providence to the beatific vision. This again is the 
common doctrine of all Catholic theologians which, of course, does 
not imply any heresy or errors. If it is therefore suggested that he 
exceeds the limits of the Catholic position, this should be proved. 
But no such proof is even attempted by Fr Leeming, and even a 
casual reading of the article in question will convince everybody 
that such a proof is in fact impossible. 


3. Critical remarks on some of the arguments of Tradition and 
Magisterium as adduced by Fr Leeming against those who have 
manifested doubts on the classic view. 


I now come to the most vital question concerning the modern 
controversies about the lot of infants dying unbaptized, that is, 
the question whether Tradition and Magisterium or a technical 
consensus theologorum give such a support to the classic view as 
to exclude any orthodox attempt at modifying it. It is not my 
intention to study this question in itself, let alone to give any 
definitive answer to it. I shall only make a few critical observations 
on some of the arguments proposed in the recent Clergy Review 
articles. In doing so I shall not follow the order in which these 
arguments are proposed by Fr Leeming, but rather consider the 
evidence chronologically. This way of dealing with the historical 
evidence would appear to be the only proper historical method, 
since one of the essential points at issue is precisely concerned with 
the question whether the problem of the lot of these infants has 
always been put in exactly the same manner and with exactly the 
same awareness of other possible solutions. 


(a) St Augustine, his predecessors and his followers during the 
the first millennium. 


The early history of our problem is dominated by the teaching 
of St Augustine, and we should be grateful to Fr Leeming for 
having collected a great number of texts and arranged them 
conveniently under various pertinent headings. There is therefore 
no need to repeat his exposition which under many aspects is truly 
excellent. But I still think that his treatment of St Augustine, his 
predecessors and his followers during the first millennium, leaves 
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oom for the question as to the precise theological value of this 
vitness. Fr Leeming refers, I think, in this context, to a suggestion 
nade by me a few years ago in the course of a theological seminar 
nd developed at some length in my unpublished licenciate essay. 
‘his suggestion is reproduced by Fr Leeming in the following words: 


‘This witness of St Augustine to the faith of the Church may, 
however, be evaded by the following suggestion: 

*‘Augustine’s statements must always be taken in the context of 
the heresy which he was opposing. Now the substantial doctrine 
which St Augustine asserted against the Pelagians was the doctrine 
of original sin, the necessity of grace to remit original sin and the 
gratuity of grace. If original sin be admitted, and the necessity and 
gratuity of grace, then the exact means by which original sin is 
remitted by grace is of comparatively small consequence. May there 
be some other means than Baptism in water which will apply grace 
to the souls of dying infants? To think that there perhaps may be 
implies not the slightest doubt about original sin or about the need 
of grace or the gratuity of grace; it merely extends to dying infants 
sgmething like baptism of desire in the case of adults. Consequently 
we may disregard Augustine’s assertions that unbaptized infants 

- are in fact excluded from heaven, and still fully maintain the Church’s 
doctrine on original sin and grace. 

‘Now this argument shows that it is not safe to argue to the 
absolute need of Baptism, as do some theologians, from passages in 
St Augustine which, strictly speaking, prove only the need of 
redemption or of grace. Such passages prove only the need of some 
means by which the merits of Christ can be applied to infants; and 
those who have attacked Limbo admit most fully this need of a 
supernatural remedy for original sin. To show the need of some 
remedy is not to show that Baptism is the only remedy. To show 
that infants need Christ as their Saviour is not to show that He 
can be their Saviour only by Baptism. 

Nevertheless, the suggestion, although ingenious, is fallacious, 
and cannot stand confrontation with St Augustine’s categorical 
statements about the actual faith of the Church of his day’ (pp. 70-1). 


I feel it necessary at this point to reproduce my suggestions in 
neir original form: 


‘St Augustine, his predecessors and early followers just as much 
as his opponents, apparently never seriously envisaged the possibility 
of baptism of desire —in one form or another — perhaps being 
operative in the case of these infants. Particularly in the Pelagian 
controversy this point was apparently not under consideration or 

~ discussion. Both parties, while discussing the necessity of “Baptism”, 
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apparently always simply took it to mean “Baptism visibly 
administered in water”. The Pelagians denied the true necessity of 
“Baptism” in as far as they denied original sin and the true necessity 
of being cleansed from it. St Augustine, while explaining and 
defending the Catholic dogma, rightly claimed that “Baptism” was 
necessary. But apparently neither of them entered into the consider- 
ation whether baptism of desire might in the case of infants perhaps 
take the place of Baptism in re. This point apparently remained 
outside the ambitus of the discussion and has, indeed, no intrinsic 
relation to it. One might, therefore, reasonably ask whether we are 
entitled to invoke the authority of St Augustine, and to quote some 
of his anti-Pelagian dicta just as if he had explicitly intended: 


(i) to exclude the possibility of baptism of desire being operative 
in the case of infants; and 


(ii) to exclude this possibility with the same theological strictness 
(heresy) with which he excluded the Pelagian heresy itself (full 
‘beatitude’, full ‘eternal life’ in infants dying without receiving 
in any way the fruits of redemption: grace, cleansing from original 
sin, elevation to the supernatural and gratuitous state lost by 
Adam, through the reception of baptismal grace, etc.). 


Before adducing against the modern theories, statements such as : 

‘Noli credere nec dicere nec docere infantes antequam baptizentur 
morte praeventos pervenire posse ad originalium indulgentiam pecca- 
torum, si vis esse catholicus’ (De anima, 3, 9, 12). 


it would therefore seem necessary: 


(i) to investigate whether, and indeed to prove that, St Augustine 
did not only explicitly intend to condemn the Pelagian opinions 
just outlined by us, but also the possibility of baptism of desire 
perhaps being operative in the case of infants; 


(ii) to prove that he explicitly intended to exclude this possibility 
with the same nota theologica with which he excluded the 
Pelagian ‘heresy’ itself. 


The importance of these questions is obvious: for, if St Augustine 
had no explicit intention of excluding in this and other passages, the 
possibility of baptism of desire being operative in the case of infants, 
or at least if he had no explicit intention of excluding this possibility 
as an heretical opinion, the result would be that his authority has — 
unconsciously, but nevertheless truly — been abused by the defenders 
of the traditional thesis, or at least by the vast majority of them. 


As far as we have been able to study the Augustinian writings, we 
are inclined to think that this has indeed happened, at least in as 
far as the second question is concerned. 
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This does not, of course, mean that the fact of such an abuse (if 
proved!) would entitle us simply to neglect the conviction of St 
Augustine and of his time according to which children dying 
unbaptized in re, are eternally lost. But it would mean that one will 
have to investigate the precise theological value of this conviction 
by asking whence it derives. St Augustine himself considers it to be a 
revealed truth, and refers in this context frequently to the apostolic 
teaching as handed down to him through the ages. But even this 
would not seem to settle the matter definitely. For the whole question 
would appear to be: does St Augustine refer to the apostolic teaching 
in as far as he envisages the necessity for these infants of redemption, 
grace, elevation to the supernatural order through baptismal grace, 
etc., and which he himself identifies with the necessity of their receiving 
Baptism in re — or does he refer to the Apostolic teaching as if this 
latter directly and explicitly excludes any possibility whatever of 
baptism of desire being operative in the case of infants? 

If — dato non concesso — he thought that the Apostolic teaching 
was indeed explicitly and directly and sub poena heresis excluding 
any such possibility, was he right in the question of fact? The very 
scarce evidence which we still possess from these very first ages of 

christianity points to the conclusion that the Apostolic teaching 
insisted on the utility and obligatory character of infant baptism and 
hence on its obligation. But did it explicitly and directly exclude any 
possibility whatever of baptism of desire being operative in the case 
of infants, or at least in the case of some categories of infants? Or 
was the exclusion of this possibility a theological deduction made 
unconsciously by later theologians? If so, on which grounds was it 
made? From which general conception of baptism of desire did it 
proceed? For it should in this context not be forgotten that the 
general doctrine on baptism of desire was in the early times, as well 
as in the times of St Augustine, still in a very rudimentary state 
indeed, not only as to its applications and conditions but also, and 
especially, as to its intrinsic structure and intimate dependence on 
the sacramentum in re. 

The only case more or less generally considered in the time of St 
Augustine would appear to have been the case of an adult catechumen 
who dies shortly before being sacramentaily received into the 
Church; and even this case is considered very rarely and perhaps not 
always even optimistically in the later works of the doctor gratiae. 
Certainly he did not give to it any place of importance in his general 
sacramental theology. Now, it is suggested, this must always be 
kept in mind if one wants to ascertain the strict theological value of 
St Augustine’s views on baptism of desire: apparently it is a personal, 
very conscious desire, and at the same time a desire which has been 
visibly manifested to the Church or her visible members and 
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representatives, and which has equally visibly been acknowledged 
by the latter. ; 

Evidently such a type of baptism of desire is non-existent, or even 
impossible in the case of infants. And it would logically follow from 
this suggested Augustinian view that he never seriously and 
systematically envisaged the possibility of its application to their 
case, rather being apriori convinced of its impossibility. But then 
again: what is the precise theological value of such a conviction? 

The general Augustinian doctrine on baptism of desire — as far 
as can be collected from his works — has proved to have been open 
to an orthodox dogmatic evolution. The Church has always retained 
the fundamental Augustinian principle: the necessity of belonging 
to the visible Church, the Bride of Christ, Mother of all Christians, 
the only arca salutis, the singular channel of grace etc.; but there 
has been an orthodox advance in as far as it has been realized that 
one can be sufficiently linked to the visible Church by an unconscious 
desire for the latter, a desire which need not have been manifested 
to the visible Church, nor visibly and explicitly have been 
acknowledged by her in the sense of the former catechumenate. 

It can therefore reasonably be asked whether such an evolution — 
which, of course, runs strictlv parallel to or is even simply identical 
with an evolution of the doctrine on baptism of desire — might 
have changed the suppositions which at the time of St Augustine 
still dominated and practically forestalled any attempt to investigate 
the possibility of baptism of desire being operative in the case of 
infants; and, in consequence, whether it would be permissible and 
even necessary to reconsider in this sense the position of St Augustine, 
of his opponents, his early predecessors and his followers, and to 
search anew for the strict theological value of his views on the fate 
of infants dying unbaptized. 

We think that all these questions have been neglected far too much, 
and that full attention ought to be given to them.’ 


It will be evident at first sight that there are some very essential 
points of divergence between this suggestion and the account given 
of it by Fr Leeming. And it will for this very reason be evident also 
that the latter’s reply to my ‘evasion’ does not really touch the 
essence of my suggestions and queries. 

His reply is: 

(i) that St Augustine affirmed the same doctrine before and 

after the origin of the Pelagian controversy (p. 71), 


(ii) that St Augustine repeatedly says that all Christians believe 
that without Baptism infants are lost (p. 72). 
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(iii) that for this very reason Christian parents hurry to have 
their babies baptized (p. 72), 

(iv) that not even the Pelagians dared to deny the necessity of 
Baptism as the only means to enter into ‘the Kingdom of 
Heaven’ (pp. 72-4), 

(v) and that it was opportune for them to adopt this policy, 

(vi) that St Augustine claimed that this belief of the necessity 
of Baptism existed before his own time (pp. 75-6), 

(vii) and that it existed after him (pp. 76-8). 


All this is perfectly true, but does it prove that my suggestions 
re ‘fallacious’? I never denied any of these facts; I was fullly aware 
f them and said so explicitly. But I asked for their precise dogmatic 
alue. In reply to this question we get an enumeration of these 
ame facts and practically nothing more. 


(i) 


(ili) 


(iv) 


(vy) 


I had suggested — not stated apodictically — that the belief 
that infants are lost without ‘Baptism’ =Baptism in re was not 
explicitly under discussion in the Pelagian controversy. Both 
sides were unaware of the possibility of their being saved through 
baptism of desire. 

I had, in consequence, suggested that it was perhaps not the 
direct and explicit intention of St Augustine to exclude this 
possibility, or to exclude it with the same theological strictness 
with which he excluded the Pelagian heresy. 

I had therefore suggested that it would be important to reconsider 
the various statements of St Augustine and of his time, and to 
test them in this sense of their precise theological value for the 
later ‘liberal theories’. 

I had subsequently suggested that the ‘apostolic teaching’ and 
‘the faith of the Church’ to which St Augustine refers, ought 
perhaps to be understood in the sense of my preceding 
suggestions [(i) (ii)], and hence likewise to be tested for their 
exact theological value to the much later ‘liberal theories’. 

I had pointed finally to the orthodox evolution from St 
Augustine’s (and his contemporaries’) apparent conception of 
‘baptism of desire’ to the now current and obligatory conception, 
and I had asked whether and how far the now abandoned 
early Christian and Augustinian conception of baptism of 
desire in general had influenced their views on the fate of 
unbaptized children, and consequently whether and how far 
it would be possible to revise this view by considering the 
problem of these children in the light of the modern conceptions 
of baptism of desire. 
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These questions can only be answered: 


(i) by proving that the opinion that Baptism in re is the only means 
of salvation for these infants, was not founded upon an 
unawareness of the possibility of their being saved through 
baptism of desire; 

(ii) by proving that it was the direct and explicit intention of St 
Augustine to exclude this possibility, and to exclude it with the 
same theological strictness with which he excluded the Pelagian 
heresy; 

(iii) by dae in these ways that there is no need to re-examine 
St Augustine’s statements, and to test them for their exact 
theological value to the later ‘liberal theories’ ; 

(iv) by proving that ‘the faith of the Church’ and ‘the apostolic 
teaching’ cannot be understood in the sense of my previous 
suggestions, and that there is therefore no need to re-examine 
them and to test them for their theological value to the laten 
‘liberal theories’ ; 

(v) by proving that there is in this respect an essential difference 
between the general doctrine on baptism of desire which proves 
to have been open to an orthodox development, and the suggested 
possibility of baptism of desire for infants, as far as this is not 
open to an orthodox development. 

None of these proofs has been provided by Fr Leeming. The 
gist of his reply, to which he devotes the major part of his first 
article, is simply this: 

‘To end, then, the substantial fact may again be recorded: The 
Church, as far as all evidence shows, from the second to the seventh 
century, universally believed it to be revealed that an infant dying 
before any use of reason, and unbaptized, cannot attain to the 
beatific vision. The weight of this assertion must be obvious . . 
(p. 84). 

‘To give further evidence might seem superfluous, for it is difficult 
to credit a suggestion that the whole Church could be mistaken fos 
some five hundred years about a matter which can be known only 
from revelation’ (p. 193, the first page of the second article). 

But my question concerned the precise, explicit and formal 
object of this universal belief. Was it that in this case Baptism in re 
is required, and that any possibility of baptism of desire being 
operative is excluded? Or was it something quite different, namel} 
that nobody can be vivified in the resurrection of the dead, except 
in Christ, and this through ‘Baptism’; it being a matter not ol 
formal and explicit faith of ‘the Church’, but rather a matter o! 
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oOmmon pre-supposition and ‘opinion’ that ‘Baptism’ and ‘Baptism 
n re’ were in this context one and the same thing? 

This question has simply been ignored by Fr Leeming; and yet 
n the history of dogma such questions have not necessarily led to 
elativism but to a more exact understanding of the real theological 
alue of historical evidence. Why then should such questions simply 
e ignored in this context, a context, be it noted, so closely linked 
o the classic example of this type of development of doctrine? 
tefer, of course, to the development of the doctrine Extra ecclesiam 
ulla salus and of baptism by desire. 

Only once is our problem approached somewhat more directly, 
ut on this occasion it would appear that the question is dismissed 
ather casually: 


‘It is open to discussion’-— writes Fr Leeming —‘whether St 
Augustine held that this argument from the need of union with the 
visible Church is absolutely cogent merely of itself; but he did not 
use it merely of itself and apart from the belief of the Church. Taken 
together with the existing belief of the Church, and together with 
the sense of other passages of Scripture, he saw that it fitted into a 
coherent whole. His doctrine on the Mystical Body of Christ, which 
identified this Body with the visible Church, fitted aptly with the 
rest; and undoubtedly made him suspicious of a principle which 
conceded salvation, and eternal life, without any visible bond with 
the Church. Difficulties, indeed, may be urged against this reasoning 
of St Augustine, from the case of adults whom he does not exclude 
from salvation in the same absolute manner in which he excludes 
infants; the bond which links them with the visible Church may 
appear but tenuous. Nevertheless, it is a bond which cannot in any 
way be found in infants who die unbaptized, and the obscure should 
not be introduced in an endeavour to cast a shadow upon what is 
in itself perfectly clear’ (p. 84). 


Apart from the fact that I am not convinced that St Augustine 
ver systematically considered the possibility of baptism of desire 
eing operative in the case of infants, and apart also from the 
ict that he apparently never systematically studied the implications 
f baptism of desire in adults, I would offer the following 
bservations: 

(i) Would it not have been desirable to investigate somewhat more 


fully the nature of the bond ‘which links them (adults) with the 
visible Church’ as understood by St Augustine? 
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(ii) On what grounds is it asserted that such a bond ‘cannot in an) 
way be found in infants who die unbaptized’? And is this not 
precisely the point to be investigated and to be proved? 


(iii) Would such a procedure really ‘cast a shadow upon what is in 
itself perfectly clear?’ Or would it rather be an accurate test o! 
a principle which may appear to be clear in its obvious 
applications, but obscure when applied? If, for instance. 
one could urge difficulties against this principle, as obviously 
understood by St Augustine, from the recent teaching of Mystic 
Corporis (‘inscio quodam desiderio ac voto ad mysticum 
Redemptoris Corpus ordinentur . . .”), this would mean that 
this principle needs more accurate understanding, and a carefu 
distinction between an element of lasting dogmatic value anc 
another which — notwithstanding the convictions of S$ 
Augustine and of his times — would perhaps prove never tc 
have been the authentic teaching of ‘the Church’. 


While dealing with St Augustine, we should also remember tha 
it is a somewhat dubious undertaking to appeal in this context tc 
his general doctrine about predestination and the salvific will ©: 
God (pp. 78-80), since it has rightly been asked whether St Augustine 
was here doing full justice to all the data of revelation, and no 
giving a personal and pessimistic interpretation.1 


1] had just finished these pages when I obtained access to the off-prints of the artich: 
of Fr Van Roo, in Gregorianum, 1954, to which I have already referred. Fr Van Ros 
refers explicitly to Fr Leeming’s first article (on the teaching of St Augustine and 
the second to the seventh century in general), and mentioned in particular th 
suggestion discussed above, which he considers, however, only in the form in whicl 
it was presented by Fr Leeming. He remarks inthis context: 

‘St Augustine’s testimony. 

I believe that one can safely say that St Augustine has often been abused by boil 
parties to the controversy. Defenders of Limbo and of the traditional position © 
“non-salvation” have cited him rather uncritically at times to prove that the non 
salvation of unbaptized infants is a truth of faith. On the other hand, proponents o 
“salvation” have tended to claim that the whole common teaching rests on a distorte: 
polemical position of Augustine against the Pelagians. 

In St Augustine’s personal teaching, one must distinguish three elements: a forme 
sense in which he is the champion of the faith against the Pelagians, defending th 
doctrines of original sin and the necessity of grace; a personal conviction that th: 
Church teaches that unbaptized infants are not saved ; his own theory of th 
punishment of these infants. In the first element of his teaching we have the forme 
sense of the early councils in their condemnation of Pelagianism. The third elemen’ 
the theory of the mitissima poena, has been abandoned. The second elemen: 
Augustine’s personal conviction that unbaptized infants are not saved, and hi 
testimony that this is the faith of the Church, sets our problem, but does not settle - 
—even when one has pointed out that this is not merely an anti-Pelagian positior 
but is found in the earlier works of Augustine and even when one shows that it is 
conviction which goes back to Cyprian and Tertullian, and is found in the East an 
in the West prior to Pelagianism (cf. the article of Father Bernard Leeming, s.y 
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is their Baptism really necessary?’ The Clergy Review {February 1954], pp. 66-85 
or this demonstration. As I write this, only the first of a promised series of articles 
y Fr Leeming has appeared, and it is not possible to determine what may be his 
timate judgement concerning the significance of the Patristic texts which he examines 
ere.) I do not think that one has settled the question concerning the force of this 
estimony. Do these texts give us an answer to our question? What questions were 
hey answering? And even if the formulation of the question is materially the same, 
vhat were the terms of the problem as they understood it? Even if these Fathers 
egarded it as part of the faith that children dying without baptism are not saved, 
me must determine what is the alternative to which they were opposed. We have 
earned to determine accurately, especially in more recent conciliar documents, the 
ormal and limited sense of definitions of faith. It is important to recognize that in 
il human testimony there is a formal sense which must be determined from the full 
istorical context. We must demonstrate that sense, not simply assume that it is the 
ame as ours. This is not relativism, but a proper sense of the value of the historical 
ontext. The documents in question have a definite sense, a fixed sense. But it is only 
yy sound historical investigation that this sense can be delivered, freed from the 
onnotations of a later age. In the approach to St Augustine’s teaching on the non- 
alvation of unbaptized infants, the classic study of Stockums can still offer helpful 
uggestions. When one considers the serious limitations of Augustine’s notion of 
he universal salvific will, his exaggerated and rigid exegesis insisting on the necessity 
yf reception of the Eucharist for the salvation of infants, and especially the rigidity 
yf his position on the necessity of baptism of water, and his reluctance to admit 
alvation of even an adult through baptism of desire (cf. Stockums, op. cit., pp. 
4-88), one can estimate the difficulty of evaluating his affirmations concerning the 
ate of>unbaptized infants. For Augustine it seems to have been a question between 
lamnation of such infants and salvation without grace. The problem as it has been 
ormulated to-day involves factors which Augustine apparently did not consider. 
The fact that St Augustine was convinced that the non-salvation of unbaptized 
nfants is a truth of faith is a serious challenge, an obstacle to the liberal positions. 
\s Fr Leeming’s recent study shows, the advocates of such positions have over- 
implified the nature of this challenge, trying to explain it simply as an anti-Pelagian 
xaggeration. But on the other hand, I do not believe that thus far there has been 
mn adequate determination of the bearing of Augustine’s testimony’ (art. cit., pp. 
65-7). 
: Becsiher very recent article, dealing with the position of St Augustine, without, 
\owever, referring to Fr Leeming’s articles, states: 


‘1. Tous s’accordent 4 dire que saint Augustin est dur pour les enfants non 

baptisés, et ceux qui renforcent sa pensée sont appelés tortores infantium, 
bourreaux des enfants. 
Au IVe et Ve siécles, l’expression de la doctrine n’avait pas encore été mise 
au point, et il fallait alors lutter contre l’animosité farouche des Pélagiens, 
qui accordaient a tous ces non-baptisés une béatitude sans ombre.’ (P. André 
Gigon, art. cit., p. 142.) 


Finally, one could point to the fact that even F. Cayré, the well-known specialist 
yn Augustinian theology, who cannot be said to defend the modern positions, seems 
o admit an advance in this direction, when he writes: 


‘N’y a-t-il pas possibilité d’élargir encore la doctrine des limbes par celle des 
suppléances du baptéme? Parmi les deux couramment recues, une seule vaut 
pour les enfants, le martyre; l’autre, le désir, suppose une ame capable d’opter 
pour Dieu par une action personelle. Mais il y a sans doute possibilité @élargir 
le champ des recherches en ce domaine. Cela est méme trés souhaitable, mais 
dans la mesure ou I’on reste en accord avec les principes de la révélation et avec 
les régles de la tradition qui doivent présider a ces recherches doctrinales et 
aux aplications qui en sont faites dans la vie.’ (F. Cayré, ‘Une rétractation de 
Saint Augustin,’ in L’Année théologique Augustinienne, 1951, p. 141.) 
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It would be interesting to test all the other early patristic materials 
adduced by Fr Leeming in the sense which he suggested above in 
connection with St Augustine and his time, by seeking the direct 
and formal object of what they thought and said to be the belief 
of the Church concerning the fate of infants dying without ‘Baptism’. 
I shall content myself with a few examples which illustrate this 
general procedure: 

(i) St Paul also compares Baptism with circumcision, Col. ii, 11; 
and this taken together with Gen. xvii, 14: ‘the male whose foreskin 
shall not be circumcised, that soul shall be destroyed out of his 
people’, certainly suggests, to say the least, that Baptism is at once 
possible and necessary for infants (p. 332). 

This remark is only germane to the modern issue if this necessity 


be understood to be a necessity of the sacramentum received in re, 
to the exclusion of the possibility of baptism of desire for infants 
(e.g. to the exclusion of baptism of water received in voto parentum, 
as Cardinal Cajetan suggested). But what are we to say then of the 
common opinion of theologians, certainly not contrary to these 
texts, that there existed certain other remedies for Jewish boys 
dying before the appointed day of circumcision: namely the faith 
of the parents as manifested by one or other external rite by which 
the infant was offered to God? Can it be suggested that St Paul 
in the text considered by Fr Leeming, wanted to exclude any such 
possibility for the times subsequent to the coming of the Redeemer? 

(ii) The comparison of Baptism with the ark of Noe (p. 331), 
and with the passage through the Red Sea (p. 332), the different 
names given to Baptism as early as the second century (ibid.), the 
picture in the Catacombs (ibid.), the exorcisms and the renunciations 
of the devil (ibid.), certainly do not exclude the possibility of baptism 
of desire being operative in the case of adults who could not receive 
Baptism in re. It is very likely, as I said, that Baptism in re was 
de facto thought necessary in cases where we should have recourse 
to the possibility of the salutary effects of an ‘inscium quoddam 
desiderium ac votum’ by which these people would be ‘ordinati’ 
to the Mystical Body of the Redeemer. But then, if this was the 
personal conviction of many or even of everybody in the early 
Church, this would not mean that the exclusion of our present 
doctrine — of which they did not even think —was the direct 
object of an authentic and formal faith of ‘the Church’, We may 
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ikewise ask: was it said (or do the pictures imply) that there exists 
10 possibility of infants being saved through one form or other of 
daptism of desire? And even if this was the belief of those who 
sainted and taught, was the exclusion of any such possibility a 
lirect object of authentic and formal faith of ‘the Church’? 

(ili) “The practice of baptizing infants and adults immediately if 
there was danger of death, and of obliging laymen to baptize them, 
was explicitly founded upon the belief that Baptism — always 
understanding Baptism as meaning the application of water and an 
invocation of the Trinity — was absolutely the only means by which 
infants can be admitted to heaven. St Leo the Great, d. 461, in his 
letter to the Bishops of Sicily, explained why Baptism was usually 
conferred at Easter and Pentecost, but added that in danger of 
death from sickness, siege, persecution, shipwreck, it must be 
conferred at any time, since no one must be denied ‘this singular 
remedy’ (p. 194; italics ours). 

It is surely somewhat difficult to see how the practice of baptizing 
nfants and adults immediately was explicitly founded upon the 
elie® that Baptism in re was the only means by which infants can 
ye admitted to heaven. 

And this teaching is, of course, not found in the letter of Leo I 
o which Fr Leeming refers. The great Pope and theologian makes 
iere no distinction whatever between adults and infants, but insists, 
or both, upon immediate Baptism, since no one must be denied 
his ‘singular remedy’. This can have two meanings: 

(1) Baptism received in re is the exclusive remedy without which 
here is no salvation. But then, of course, this applies equally to 
oth categories contemplated by St Leo, to adults just as well as to 
nfants, which would mean that this statement — with a view to 
he now current doctrine — cannot be considered to be an authentic 
xpression of the formal faith of ‘the Church’, at least not in as far 
s the doctrine on adults is concerned. This has evidently been 
ealized by Fr Leeming, and it is obviously for this reason that he 
ipset the logical balance of St Leo’s reasoning by saying that ‘the 
rractice of baptizing infants and adults immediately . . . was explicitly 
ounded upon the belief that Baptism (in re) was absolutely the 
nly means by which infants can be admitted to heaven’. 

(2) The clause in question can also mean: Baptism in re is the 
emedy par excellence (singulare remedium), the only infallible one, 
he only remedium at our disposal. 
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But if this be the meaning, baptism of desire is, in this text at 
any rate, excluded neither for the case of adults nor for the case of 
infants. 

I underline the words ‘in this text’, for there are other texts from 
which the doctrine of St Leo can be gathered more successfully. 
But then again, to his witness apply all the remarks made above 
concerning the doctrine of St Augustine himself, whom St Leo, 
here as in many other matters, follows very closely. 

These then are just a few examples which illustrate the importance 
of always asking what is the direct object of formal and authentic 
faith, and what is not. I do not, of course, pretend that the whole 
early patristic evidence can simply be brushed aside by introducing 
a new question which they did not consider explicitly. That is too 
easy. But it is also too easy to offer patristic texts torn from their 
proper historical background and presented as though the modern 
questions had been under explicit consideration. 


(b) The Scholastics. 


Following on my suggestion that the lot of infants dying without 
Baptism in re should be considered in close relation to the general 
question of baptism of desire, it appears to be of importance to 
consider at what phase the doctrine on baptism of desire in general 
occasioned the question whether the doctrine on the lot of infants 
dying without the sacrament in re should not be re-examined in 
the light of the developments of this general doctrine. Here then 
it is highly interesting to note that during or shortly after the first 
tentative speculations of the twelfth century concerning baptism of 
desire in general, the question of these infants is introduced again 
into theological discussion, especially — and this is the important 
point — in connexion with the fate of Jewish boys who had died 
before the appointed day of circumcision and for whose salvation 
recourse was had to the fides et votum parentum.? 

With regard to this period, it will first be necessary to correct two 
errors of fact, contained in the following statement of Fr Leeming: 
® On these tentative speculations cf. the very interesting articles of Dr A. Landgraf: 


(i) ee und Glaube in der Frithscholastik’ Gregorianum, 1928, quoted 
above. 


(ii) ‘Das Sacramentum in voto in der Friihscholastik’, Mélanges Mandonnet, 
t. II, Paris, 1930, pp. 97-143. 
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‘(Before ending) mention must be made of two suggested exceptions 
to the ordinary course of events which places unbaptized infants in 
Limbo. In the twelfth century, the case was given of a baby dving 
while it was carried to be baptized. Landgraf cites three or four 
theologians of the twelfth century (op. cit., pp. 529-42) who thought 
that in such a case God might make an exception and save the infant; 
but the vast majority, including Master Roland, afterwards Pope 
Alexander III, thought that even such an infant would be lost. The 
other case touched the question of intention in the minister of Baptism; 
several theologians of the thirteenth century thought that if the 
minister withheld his intention and the sacrament was thereby 
invalid, it might be piously believed that Christ would supply the 
intention. So judged Alexander of Hales, d. 1245, St Bonaventure, 
d. 1274, who adds ‘si tamen non facit, juste facit’, Hervé of Nedellec, 
d. 1323, Durandus of St Pourgain, d. 1334 (References in Lennerz, 
De Sacramento Baptismi, ed. altera, Romae, 1948, p. 104). St Thomas 
does not condemn this opinion, but observes... 

These two exceptions, however, far from weakening the general 
agreement that unbaptized infants do not go to heaven, on the 
contrary, strengthen it; for it is only in these unusual circumstances 
that an exception was made by anyone (italics ours). 


Fr Leeming then concludes this same paragraph with a jump 
yver several centuries: 

‘The general sense of the Church may be gathered from the 
condemnation of Ricci’s objection to Limbo by Pius VI, in the Bull 
Auctorem Fidei of 28th August 1794’ (pp. 210-11). 

It is surely questionable whether ‘these two exceptions’ do not 
veaken the general agreement, since they envisage whole categories 
f infants for whom the traditional opinion at that time did not 
ontemplate the possibility of their admission to Heaven without 
he reception of the sacramentum in re. More important, however, 
; the fact that Fr Leeming makes here two statements of fact 
yhich cannot stand up to a confrontation with the historical evidence 
self. I contest the statement: ‘for it is only in these unusual 
ircumstances that an exception was made by anyone’ and 
onsequently also the conclusion drawn from this assertion, namely 
hat the historical evidence on this period, far from weakening the 
eneral agreement, on the contrary strengthens it. 

(i) The first case considered by Fr Leeming is said to concern 
xclusively babies dying while being carried to be baptized. In 
onfirmation of this statement Fr Leeming refers to the article of 
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Dr Landgraf in Gregorianum 1928, who is said to mention three 
or four theologians defending this suggestion. Here is the relevant 
paragraph in Dr Landgraf’s article: 

‘Uberhaupt scheinen hier die Aufstellungen Anselms und Hugos 
von St Victor in einer Ubertragung auf die Taufe Schule gemacht 
zu haben. Wenn auch die anonymen in der Nahe Hugos von St 
Victor stehenden Sentenzen des Cod. Vat. Lat. 1345 nur dann die 
Rettung der Kinder ohne die Taufe zugeben wollten, wenn 
“auctoritates” dafiir beigebracht werden konnten, so begegnen wir 
doch der milderen Richtung fiir die Taufe bei Anselm von Laon, 
in dem wohl zur Schule Anselms gehdrenden Sentenzenwerk des 
Cod. Lat. 10448 der Pariser Nationalbibliothek und bei Magister 
Martinus de Fugeriis. Ebenso im Kommentar zum vierten Senten- 
zenbuch des Cod. Patr. 128 der Bamberger staatlichen Bibliothek, 
der einfachhin das Argument a fortiori aufstellt, dass im Neuen 
Testament der Glaube voller sei als jemals vorher, und darum, 
wenn tiberhaupt einmal, im Neuen Testament die Kinder ohne 
Sakrament rechtfertigen miisse. Die drei letzten stehen wohl in 
Abhangigkeit von Petrus von Poitiers, der hier ebenfalls dem 
Argument Hugos zum Opfer gefallen ist’ (art. cit. pp. 534-5). 

Omitting the other evidence adduced by Dr Landgraf, I must 
say that neither the text of this paragraph nor the Latin excerpts 
reproduced in the footnotes warrant the statement that these 
theologians did consider exclusively the case of babies dying while 
being carried to be baptized. In fact, only one of the texts here 
mentioned speaks about this case, namely Cod. Par. Nat. 10448. 
However, since the texts in question are partly unedited and partly 
difficult to obtain, I have personally consulted Mgr Landgraf about 
the interpretation given to his words in the Clergy Review articles. 
Mer Landgraf replied (in a letter dated 12th May 1954), that the 
case contemplated by Fr Leeming was in the paragraph here 
reproduced by me, only mentioned in the already quoted Cod. 
Par. Nat. Lat. 10448, and he added: ‘The other texts which are 
here said to favour the milder view far more generally envisage the 
case of Baptism not being omitted culpably but on account of 
circumstances which made it impossible’. The assertion of Fr 
Leeming concerning the ‘first case’ of an exception to the general 
rule, can therefore not be maintained. 


(ii) While contemplating the second case — the question concerning 
the intention of the minister of Baptism — Fr Leeming mentions 
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the name of Durandus (d. 1334), as having suggested that it might 
diously be believed that Christ would supply the intention. If it 
was ‘only in these unusual circumstances that an exception was 
admitted by anyone,’ we must infer that Durandus admitted an 
exception only in this particular case. This, however, is far from 
orrect, this particular case being only an application of a far 
nore general principle of Durandus, which I quoted above while 
dealing with the older bibliography. Landgraf remarks in this 
ontext: 


‘Wenn auch die Begriindung Hugos von St Victor und der noch 
nicht klar erfasste Unterschied zwischen der “‘necessitas praecepti” 
und der “necessitas medii” selbst einen Petrus von Poitiers noch 
irre machten, so scheint doch seit Stephan Langton die Mehrzahl 
der Theologen sich dem Standpunkt des Lombarden zuzuneigen, 
die erst im 14. Jahrhundert wieder von bedeutenden Theologen 
verlassen wurde (note: Man vgl. Stockums, op. cit., p- 88 ff.), z. B. 
von Durandus de S. Porciano, dessen Ansicht tibrigens Guilelmus 
Rothwell sich zu eigen macht und in der konzisen Form widergibt: 
“Utrum batpismus aque possit suppleri in parvulis. R. — secundum 
legem communem non, quia non per baptismum flaminis. Sed per 
baptismum sanguinis pie creditur. Potest tamen etiam per 
privilegium gratiae specialis” ’ (art. cit., p. 541).? 

Fr Leeming himself says, a few lines after the above-quoted 
yaragraph, that Durandus is one of those ‘who doubted’ the 
raditional thesis, and thus would seem to contradict himself. (The 
act that in this second mention of Durandus, the latter is said to 
ave died in 1332, not in 1334 as was said on the preceding page, 
uggests that Fr Leeming was here using another source of 
nformation and that this contradiction has to be explained hereby.) 

From both these considerations (a and b) it will therefore be 
vident that the statement of Fr Leeming to the effect that an 
xception to the general rule was admitted ‘by anyone’ only in the 
wo highly exceptional cases contemplated by him, cannot stand a 
onfrontation with the historical evidence itself and that for this 
ery reason his conclusions as derived from the evidence of the 


For a right understanding of what is here meant by ‘privilegium gratiae specialis’, 
. v.g. Stockums, p. 88, here quoted by Dr Landgraf: ‘Das Prinzip, das denselben 
_ der ersten Zeit zugrunde lag, war die Vermutung eines speziellen gottlichen Privilegs, 
raft dessen in Notfallen regelmdssig die Wirkungen der sakramentalen Taufe 
‘setzt wurden.’ : 


427 


THE DOWNSIDE REVIEW 


twelfth and thirteenth century are not only not proved by the 
‘facts’ adduced by him but even in direct opposition to them.* 
However, the number of those who suggested a more benign 
solution for the cases where baptism had not been omitted culpably 
but on account of circumstances which made it impossible, is 
admittedly very small and these suggestions are indeed contradicted 
and even censured by the majority of the theologians and canonists 
who deal explicitly with them.° 
This reaction is certainly not strange if one considers the 
preponderant influence of St Augustine on this particular period 
as well as the fact that no serious effort seems to have been made 
by the defenders of the liberal view to define their position with 
regard to the Augustinian teaching as contained in the famous: 
‘Noli credere nec dicere nec docere infantes antequam baptizentur 


morte praeventos pervenire posse ad originalium indulgentiam 
peccatorum, si vis esse Catholicus’ (De Anima, 3, 9, 12, CV 60, 369), 


or in the still more explicit text Firmissime tene, which was then 
still generally attributed to St Augustine. In face of these and other 
categorical statements that it is the belief of the Church that infants 
dying without ‘baptism’— and we have seen how St Augustine and 
his followers understood this term de facto, if perhaps not de jure 
— are perpetually lost, the only reasonable way of presenting the 
liberal views would have been (as it is to-day) by asking whether 
these assertions do indeed explicitly intend to exclude all possibility 
of baptism of desire in one form or another being operative in the 
case of infants, or at least of certain categories of them, and whether 


“ The real situation is described by Landgraf in the following statement: ‘Im Genensatz 
zur also gespaltenen Scholastik, sind die Canonisten in den Summen super decretum 
sich in dieser Frage merkwiirdig einig. Hauptsichlich wegen des Fehlens von 
auctoritates, lehnen sie im Einvernehmen mit Gratian die Rettung der Kinder durch 
den blossen Glauben Erwachsener ohne den physischen Empfang der Taufe ab’ 
(art. cit., p. 542; italics ours). 

5 Dealing with this particular period, Fr Leeming refers to a letter of Theobald of 
Etampes: ‘As early as the twelfth century, between 1110 and 1117, Theobald of Etampes 
wrote to the abbot of Abingdon protesting that no one ought to doubt the exclusion 
of unbaptized infants from heaven’ (p. 323) and adds in a footnote (p. 327), ‘Theobald’s 
letter appears to have escaped the attention of theologians.’ This may be true but it 
is at the same time more than probable that Theobald is here referring to the general 
currents mentioned by Landgraf. These opinions are not —as we have seen — 
exclusively concerned with the two exceptional cases contemplated by Fr Leeming 
and which would hardly have caused the ‘waxing hot’ of Theobald, but with a far 
more general exception to the general law of the necessity of Baptism in re in the 
case of infants, and hence well apt to appear revolutionary. 
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uch an exclusion was indeed ever made the object of a formal and 
lence unerring and obligatory ‘faith’ of ‘the Church’. As far as I 
now there is no trace of evidence that the problem was ever 
onsidered in this sense by anyone at this particular time, and the 
eactions called forth against the liberal theories are hence not only 
inderstandable, but the only theologically justified reaction. 

On the other hand there is no evidence that the defenders of the 
Augustinian or classic view ever felt obliged to reconsider their 
osition and to ascertain the validity of their arguments by testing 
hem in the sense I have indicated. They keep to the Augustinian 
ormulas without apparently realizing that the suggestions they had 
o deal with in their own times, are perhaps not explicitly considered 
vy St Augustine and likewise that they are perhaps not at all 
ypposed to any explicit, formal, obligatory faith of the Church. 
This remarks applies not only to the relevant statements of St 
Thomas on the lot of these infants, but also to the other great 
cholastics of the thirteenth century and their followers.® This 
ituation faces us with an important reflexion on theological 
nethodology: 

It may perhaps be true (1) that St Augustine did not explicitly 
ntend to exclude the possibility of baptism of desire being operative 
n the case of infants, as well as (2) that the exclusion of such a 
ossibility was never made the object of an authentic faith of the 
Shurch during the first millennium, and (3) that hence an appeal to 
his teaching of St Augustine and to this belief of the Church was 
a itself an uncritical and scientifically speaking unjustifiable way 
f excluding the later theories, which till then had perhaps never 
en considered or condemned; and it may perhaps equally be 
rue (4) that the first endeavours in the direction of a more benign 
olution to the problem of unbaptized infants, were primitive and 
aive in comparison with the modern suggestions which can and 
lo profit from the general development of theology —e.g. from 
he doctrine on the ‘inscium quoddam desiderium ac votum’ for 
he Church, to mention but one example out of many possible 
nes; and (5) that it would therefore appear to be impossible to 
ttack these modern suggestions by a reference to the convictions 
f the Scholastics who certainly never envisaged them as we do 


This has been proved quite conclusively by Fr Mulders, s.J., in his doctoral thesis 
f. my bibliography). / ; 
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to-day; and yet, notwithstanding all these considerations, it would 
still appear necessary to maintain firmly: that even if suggestions 
I, 2 and 3 were proved to correspond to the facts — and this proof 
has not yet been provided, neither by myself nor by anybody else 
as far as I know — it would still be possible that a decisive and 
definite answer to the modern suggestions was given when the 
Scholastics and their followers judged and repudiated the primitive 
liberal theories. The mere fact of this repudiation would be a 
decisive argument against any possible type of liberal theory, provided: 


(i) that this repudiation did not emanate from private 
theologians, but from the unerring organs of the Church 
herself; and 

(ii) that such a repudiation had simultaneously been made not 
only of the liberal theories then under consideration, but 
of all possible types of liberal theory, past, present, future 
or only possible. 

This methodological remark would, of course, also apply to the 
Church of the times of St Augustine, but it is, as I said, no easy 
task to prove that the question of baptism of desire for infants was 
under consideration at all. In this point the period of Scholasticism 
is notably different from the time of St Augustine, in as far as it 
certainly deals explicitly with the possibility of such a baptism of 
desire, be it, for a long time, in a very rudimentary form. 

Did these discussions open the way to a solution which we are 
now bound to accept as the authentic teaching of the Church? 
This vital question can only be answered by considering: | 

(A) Whether the conviction that infants cannot be saved through 
any possible type of baptism of desire, ever entered in such 
a way into the authentic teaching of the Magisterium so as to 
exclude definitely any attempt to envisage for any category 


of these infants any means whatever of salvation other than 
Baptism in re; or 


(B) whether there exists on this precise point a technical and unerring 
consensus theologorum which again would exclude any such 
attempt? 


I do not want to answer these questions definitively. While 
commenting on some —not on all— arguments adduced by Fr 
Leeming, I shall only try to show that it is by no means easy to give 
any conclusive answer, but that much study is still needed. 
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A) REMARKS ON A FEW DOCUMENTS OF THE MAGISTERIUM AFTER 
A.D. 1000 
The real position of the question to-day. 
1) Documents before the time of Trent. 

None of the documents preceding the time of the Council of 
rent envisage directly and explicitly the lot of infants dying 
nbaptized in re, by stating in so many words that they are lost, 
r that baptism of desire in any possible form must be denied to them. 

This, however, does not decide the question. In particular it must 
e asked what we are to think of formulas such as: ‘Poena originalis 
eccati est carentia visionis Dei’ (Innocent III, Letter Majores), 
nd ‘Illorum autem animas qui in mortali peccato vel cum solo 
riginali decedunt mox in infernum descendere . . .” (Council of 
yons, Council of Florence and various professiones fidei) — 
fr. p. 207 ff). The latter formula is of far greater importance, since 
nnocent III is touching our problem only very incidentally, if at all. 
he general remarks which could be made about his letter apply 
Iso to the conciliar formula and to similar texts. I shall therefore 
yllow Fr Leeming, who only deals fully with these texts. 

‘The Council, of course, did not define that there are souls who 
die either in original sin or in mortal sin; but the definition certainly 
takes for granted the possibility of there being such souls, and if 
there is a possibility of one soul dying in original sin, it is not easy 
to see why there should not be many. To interpret the Council of 
Florence as meaning merely “‘if any die in original sin, and we do 
not know if there are any such’, certainly appears somewhat 
arbitrary; for Councils and Popes speak in the name of the Church, 
express her mind, and must be interpreted in view of the meaning 
commonly attached in the Church to the terms and language used. 
The poenae dispares of Lyons and of Florence originated in the 
words of St Anselm “par poena non sequitur inaequalia peccata”’, 
and reflects the universal teaching of Fathers and Doctors of the 
Church since the second century’ (pp. 209-10). 

It is perfectly true that the definition takes for granted the 


ssibility of there being in this order of God’s providence souls dying 
ith only original sin. And this is a serious argument against those 
ho attack the traditional view by stating that it would be impossible 
this order of God’s providence for there to be any such souls. 

One may even go further and maintain that those who drafted 
ese declarations and who accepted them at the Council, took 
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for granted the reality of there being such souls. The whole historical 
background to the Council, rightly described by Fr Leeming, as 
well as the study of the commentaries and paraphrases to its 
definitions, make this clear. It is for example a fact that in these 
writings one finds a simple transition from the formula of the 
Council to formulas such as: ‘Infants dying unbaptized . . .”” This 
again is a serious argument-against those who maintain that the 
definition of Florence — which itself is only a repetition of the 
formula of Lyons — has no relation whatever to the question of the 
lot of unbaptized infants. It is, however, not clear that the formula 
envisages directly every possible category of these infants. To my 
knowledge none of the aforesaid commentaries contain anything 
to this effect. And is it really historically certain that the ecclesiastical 
writers to whom Fr Leeming refers, and those to whom he does 
not refer, are equally outspoken on this precise point, and that they 
attribute the same degree of theological certainty to the damnation 
of every possible category? Can it for example be maintained that 
the opinions of those Scholastics to whom I have referred on the 
preceding pages are here condemned or even dealt with indirectly? 
It would be interesting to see an historical proof for any such thesis. 
A more important question concerns the methodological principle 
developed by Fr Leeming at the end of the above-quoted paragraph. 
I fully agree with him that the Council had no intention of defining 
that there are some who die in original sin only. The real object of 
the definition is the doctrine that retribution will take place ‘mox’, 
immediately after death, and not, for instance, only at the time of 
the Last Judgement. With this end in view, the Council considers 
the various possible categories of the dying: ‘qui post baptismum 
susceptum nullam omnino maculam incurrerunt’, ‘qui post contracti 
peccati maculam vel in suis corporibus, vel eisdem exutae . . . sunt 
purgatae’, ‘qui in actuali mortali peccato vel solo originali decedunt, 
and then adds that retribution will take place ‘mox’, immediately. 
The thesis that there are (some) infants who die de facto in the 
state of original sin is therefore not directly defined. We have seen 
already in what sense the Council can be said to refer to the 
traditional thesis and, by consequence, in what sense it can be 


7 eg. Joannes de Torquemada, O.P., Cardinalis Sancti Sixti, a ene super Decretur 
Florentinum Unionis Graecorum, Roma, 3942, nn. 108-1 14, pp. 90-6. ? 
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aid to confirm the latter. It remains therefore to be seen what the 
srecise theological value of such a confirmation implies. Fr Leeming’s 
rinciple: 

‘Councils and Popes speak in the name of the Church, express 
her mind and mist be interpreted in view of the meaning commonly 
attached in the Church to the terms and language used’ 

would appear not to supply a completely satisfactory answer to 
his question, and is indeed not above all suspicion: the disputed, 
nut almost certainly authentic canon of the (non-ecumenical) 
ouncil of Carthage (A.D. 418), saying that an unbaptized infant — 
aking this term in the sense explained above —‘participem fore 
liaboli’, is doubtless an expression of the pessimistic Augustinian 
fiew, which again is most certainly alien or even opposed to the 
onception of these infants being ‘as happy as their little hearts 
van be’ (p. 68); and yet this modern view, while perhaps being 
wrong, is nevertheless quite permissible. Or again the application 
of the famous adage ‘Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus’ as understood 
dy the same Council — not to mention other citations of it is 
loubtless also a confirmation of the common contemporary 
pinion, not only that all Jews and pagans etc. are de facto of bad 
aith, but also that they can only be saved by an act of explicit 
aith in the fundamental truths of the Trinity and of the Incarnation, 
yr perhaps even by an outward reconciliation with the Church: 
nisi ante finem vitae eidem fuerint aggregati’. 

I do not want to say that these two cases run strictly parallel to 
he case of infants dying unbaptized, but I want to draw attention 
o the fact that the general methodological principle mentioned by 
“+ Leeming lacks accuracy and caution in determining the exact 
heological value to be attributed to a confirmation given by a 
Souncil to a doctrine generally accepted at the time. It is clear 
gain that this observation neither proceeds from nor leads to a 
langerous relativism. 

In the context of the Council of Florence and its formula 
onsidered above, mention ought here to be made of the following 
yassage in the decree for the Jacobites: 

“Circa pueros vero propter periculum mottis, quod potest saepe 
contingere, cum ipsis non possit alio remedio subveniri, nisi per 
sacramentum baptismi, per quod eripiuntur a diaboli dominatu et 
in Dei filios adoptantur, admonet, non esse per quadraginta aut 
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octoginta dies seu aliud tempus, juxta quorundam observatiam, 
sacrum baptisma differendum, sed quamprimum commode fieri 
potest, debet conferri. . .” (D. 712). 

Does the Council by these words confirm, or rather teach explicitly, 
that (all categories of) unbaptized infants are perpetually lost? This 
is evidently the opinion of Fr Leeming, who translates: 

‘for there is no other remedy available to them except the sacrament 
of Baptism’. 

On this it should first be noted with Michel: 

‘loin d’étre absolue et universelle la déclaration (du décret) vise le 

cas trés spécial des enfants qui pouvant étre baptisés, sont renvoyés’ 

(L’Ami du Clergé, 1922, c. 734 b.); 
or in other words, this decree cannot be quoted with reference to 
every possible category of infants, as Fr Leeming obviously does. 
But leaving this important point, I must turn to the translation itself. 
And here it must be said that Fr Leeming’s translation is 
questionable. The clause ‘cum ipsis non possit alio remedio subveniri 
nisi per sacramentum baptismi’ can in this context have two 
meanings: it may be understood in the sense given by Fr Leeming’s 
translation, but it can also be translated by: 

‘for there is no other remedy available for us by which we can come 

to their rescue’. 
As far as Latin vocabulary is concerned, both translations are 
equally possible. To a certain extent, the second translation woulé 
seem to be even preferable. This second translation also fits in 
well with the whole context of the decree, whose aim is to eradicate 
the Jacobite practice of delaying Baptism or of using other means 
in its place: 

‘Omnibus igitur qui Christiano nomine gloriantur praecipit 
omnino, quocumque tempore, vel ante vel post baptismum a cir- 
cumcisione cessandum; quoniam sive quis in ea spem ponat sive 
non, sine interitu salutis aeternae observari omnino non potest. 
Circa pueros vero . . . cum ipsis non possit alio remedio subveniri 
nisi per sacramentum baptismi . . . etc.’ (D. 712).8 


*In the light of some later evidence it might perhaps be suggested that besides the 
abuses concerning circumcision, there existed also the practice of not baptizing an 
infant in danger of death but of having it anointed and exorcized by a priest, if the 
legal time of circumcision had not yet been completed. This practice was in later 
times explicitly founded, by those who observed it, on the belief that these remedies 
would in the given circumstances be as efficient as Baptism itself (cf. the article 
“Monophysisme’ in D.T.C., X, c. 2280. nb. The ‘Jacobites’ show in general strong 
dependence on and similarity with the classic Monophysite doctrines and the other 
errors maintained by this sect). 
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Bearing all this in mind it would appear necessary to conclude 
hat the alternative reading is at the very least possible, and that 
in objective translation should therefore retain the ambiguity of 


he original text, as does for example the following translation by 
Mgr Michel: 


‘Quant aux enfants en péril de mort, cas fréquemment possible, 
comme il n’y a point d’autres remédes pour leur venir en aide que le 
sacrement de baptéme’ (L’Ami du Clergé, 23 juillet 1931, p. 501 b.). 


It would therefore seem to follow that this text cannot simply 
’¢ quoted as an explicit statement to the effect that (all categories of) 
nfants who die unbaptized are certainly lost.® 


2) The Council of Trent. 


It was at this Council (apropos of Cajetan’s theory) that the 
ossibility of a certain type of baptism of desire being operative 
n the case of a certain category of infants, was explicitly discussed 
or the first time in the history of the Councils. 

Commenting on question 68 of the third part of St Thomas’ 
summa Theologica, Cajetan suggests on two distinct occasions 
In art. I-2 and art. 11) that infants who could not be baptized 
n re, might perhaps be saved through a 


baptismus in voto parentum: praecipue cum aliquo exteriore signo... 
Et sic parvulus ex baptismo fluminis voto parentis suscepto salvaretur, 
si impossibile esset ipsum baptizari aqua. Debet autem in tali casu 
parens signo crucis cum invocatione Trinitatis munire, sicque Deo 
offerre morientem, in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. 
(I, 68, 1, 2, ed. Leoninia Op. S. Thomae, t. XII, pp. 93-4.) 


I disagree therefore with Fr W. Van Roo, s.J., when he writes: 

‘The Council of Florence, teaching the serious obligation to baptize children 

romptly, indicates the reason for such teaching: for them there is no other remedy 
y which they might be helped than the sacrament of baptism. Is there room here 
or the kind of distinction which Fr Mulders suggests by his interpolation: we must 
ll, according to the Church’s word, hasten to administer to them this unique means 
f salvation, in so far as we have means at our disposal here? (Bijdragen, 1948, p. 214.) 
‘he distinction seems to be purely dialectical, and even if we look only at the document 
1 question, there seems to be no justification for supposing that such is the limited 
ense intended by the Council. Though the question concerning such an interpretation 
annot be settled on the basis of this text alone, I think that Fr Mulder’s distinction 
nd limitation of the meaning of the ‘‘unique means” is clearly excluded by the other 
sxts (viz. Cathechismus Romanus, the Provincial Council of Cologne, etc.) (art. 
it. Gregorianum, 1954, pp. 469-70). 
q Rave indicated fe ee why I cannot accept Fr Van Roo’s statement that 
r Mulders distinction “seems to be purely dialectical”. Fr Van Roo also seems to 
ave overlooked the remark of Michel quoted by me in the text, and which I think 
ssential for an exact evaluation of this decree’ (p. 434). 
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In this text, Cajetan makes no distinction between infants dying 
in utero or after birth, but speaks in general about all infants who 
could not be baptized in re.?® 

Commenting later on article 11 of the same question, Cajetan 
speaks exclusively about the lot of infants dying in utero, to whom 
the general suggestion is applied. It is of importance to note that 
this is the only application of Cajetan’s general theory to the case 
of infants dying before birth that was submitted to the Fathers of 
the Council of Trent and proposed for condemnation. The 
suggestions concerning infants dying after birth were never explicitly 
deait with at the Council. The implications of this fact may perhaps 
appear less clear to contemporary readers; they should nevertheless 
not be underestimated, and we should remember the age-old 
axiom: ‘Nemo renascitur nisi prius nascatur’.™! 

Cajetan’s theory on the possible regeneration of infants in uteris 
matrum was therefore far more revolutionary than his suggestion 
concerning infants already born, and the possibility cannot be 
ruled out a priori that the adage ‘birth before rebirth’ influenced 
the discussions at Trent to a certain extent. Another point not 
sufficiently adverted to by Fr Leeming is the fact that the suggestion 
of Cajetan envisages a clear alternative means of salvation and 
differs in this sense notably from other liberal views.1? 


10 Cf. also Fr J. B. Umberg, s.3., ‘Kajetans Lehre von der Kinderersatztaufe auf dem 
Trienter Konzil’ in Zeitschrift fiir Katholische Theologie (39), 1915, p. 452. In my 
subsequent exposition of what happened at Trent I shall make frequent use of this 
article. 

1 “Ait quidem S. Augustinus: ‘‘Sicut homo qui non vixerit, mori non potest, ita qui 
natus non fuerit, renasci non potest. Ex quo conficitur neminem in suo parente, i.e. 
baptismo a parentibus suscepto, renasci potuisse non natum”’; et similiter Scholastici 
vix non omnes, ut S. Thomas 3 q. 68, a. II, non tamen ex eadem ratione atque 
Augustinus, sed ideo, quod corpus inclusi aqua baptismali ablui nequeat .. .” (L. 
Lercher, s.J., Institutiones Theologiae Dogmaticae, ed. 3a, Vol. IV, 2, 1948, 
Oeniponte, n. 165, p. 132.) 

A secondary reason is said to have influenced even the Scholastics: ‘. . . la raison 
principale . . . D’ailleurs ajoutent-ils, une seconde naissance supposant logiquement 
une premiere, on ne voit pas comment on pourrait conférer le sacrement de la 
régénération a des enfants qui ne sont pas encore nés’. (J. Bellamy, p.t.c., t. Il, 
Baptéme, c. 283). 

12 Cf. e.g. the votum of Cajetan’s old ‘enemy’, Ambrosius Catharinus, who said: 
*. . . de baptismo damnetur omnino, quia est novus ritus, qui non potest condi a 
persona privata, ut fuit Cardinalis Cajetanus, qui hoc asserit, sed ad Ecclesiam 
pertinet, etc.’ (Concili? Tridentini Actorum pars altera, ed Goerresgesellschaft, St 
Ehses, t. V, p. 933). 7 
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The proceedings at the Council of Trent are summarized by Fr 
eeming in the following way: 

‘This suggestion of Cajetan met a hard fate. The theologians and 
Bishops of the Council discussed Baptism in January, February and 
early March 1547; and the advisory commission of theologians drew 
up a proposition which they judged ought to be condemned: “Infants 
dying in the womb of their mothers may be saved! by an invocation 
of the Trinity and a blessing”. After considerable discussion in the 
plenary sessions, the proposition was dismissed from further 
consideration, quia non pertinet ad baptismum,\* a reason which 
some find mysterious, but which Denis rightly takes to mean “‘does 
not pertain to the matters about Baptism which are disputed by the 
Protestants”. In an exceedingly careful review of all that transpired 
during the discussion at Trent, Father J. B. Umberg concludes that 
the large majority of the bishops who spoke on the subject wanted 
the proposition condemned; but that as the ultimate decision was 
to withdraw it, the Council officially left the doctrinal question in 
exactly the same position as it was before.!° Indeed, since the declared 
purpose of the Council of Trent was to proscribe only Protestant 
errors, it is surprising that Cajetan’s suggestion should have been 
selected for condemnation; and the general mind of those present 
at the Council was clearly that the proposition was unsound, although 
they were persuaded that a Council convened against Protestants 
was not the proper place in which to condemn it. 

Theologians without a single exception reject Cajetan’s 
suggestion...” (pp. 324-5). 

It seems to me that this account does not do full justice to all the 
istorical facts and that by consequence some of the conclusions 
f Fr Leeming ought to be modified. I may therefore be allowed to 
rovide some more positive data which will serve to substantiate 
xy criticisms: 

(a) The first voting in the General Sessions (8th February 1547 — 
Ist February 1547) presents the following distribution of opinions: 

According to Fr Umberg’s computation (art. cit. pp. 455 ff) 
x Fathers voted explicitly for a condemnation of Cajetan’s suggestion 
oncerning infants dying in utero. Twenty-one Fathers did not 
yention the relevant article explicitly but pronounced themselves 


The translation ‘may be saved’ would appear not to be absolutely correct, even 
ough it corresponds to what Cajetan actually said. The proposition proposed for 
ndemnation by the theologians says: ‘Pueros in uteris maternis per invocationem 
-initatis et benedictionem sa/vari’ (Ehses, op. cit., p. 867; italics ours). 

This quotation is not quite accurate. The actual words are not: ‘quia non pertinet 
| baptismum’, but ‘quia non videtur pertinere ad baptismum’ (Ehses, op. cit., p. 986). 
On the exact meaning of the words of Fr Umberg, cf. below. 
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in favour of its condemnation in as far as they judged it to be 
condemned with other articles submitted by the theologians for 
condemnation. 

Five Fathers dealing explicitly with Cajetan’s suggestion asked 
not to have it condemned as it stood. So Senogalliensis: ‘Est 
damnandus cum declaratione’ (Ehses, p. 903) and Syracusanus: 
‘.. . non damnetur simpliciter, ceteri damnentur’ (Ehses, p. 927). 
More explicit as to the nature of such an addition or declaration is 
the votum of the Procurator of the Bishop of Trier: “De baptismo 
primus damnetur; sed addatur certo salvari’ (Ehses, p. 936). Still 
more explicitly Bituntinus: ‘De baptismo primus damnetur, sed 
dicat, pueros omnes certe salvari, perinde ac si renati essent’ (Ehses, 
p. 928), which votum was, in general terms and without explicit 
reference to this article, backed up by Mylensis: ‘probat in omnibus 
sententiam episcopi Bituntini’ (Ehses, p. 932). 

Against condemnation in any form were Feltrensis (for purely 
external reasons), Chironensis: ‘De baptismo primus dimittatur’ 
(Ehses, 907) and Bosanensis: ‘De baptismo primus non videtur 
damnandus cum Cajetanus illud non asserat obstinate. Ceteri 
omnes damnandi’ (Ehses, p. 922). 

None of the Fathers mentioned so far had implied that Cajetan’s 
suggestion was in itself tenable. 4 direct defence in this positive sense 
of Cajetan’s theory was only undertaken towards the end of the 
voting, by Franciscus Romaeus, general of the Dominicans, and 
Hieronymus Seripandus, general of the Augustinians. Romaeus states: 

*, . . quoad quartam classem nollet damnari 1. de baptismo 
puerorum in uteris maternis, cum Cajetanus illum asserat non 
assertive, sed in remedium necessitatis et sub correctione, et dubitat 
an prosit dicens: Quis scit an divina misericordia etc. Propterea non 
damnetur, cum haec assertio fundetur bonis rationibus etiam naturalibus, 
ut fiebat in puero circumcidendo ante octo dies, ut dicit B. Thomas: 
Offerrebatur aliquo signo sensibili Deo etc’ (Ehses, p. 960; italics ours). 

The votum of Seripandus, which is printed in full in the Acts, 
is still more explicit in its defence of Cajetan: 

‘De Baptismo. Articuli 11 additi. 

Sunt et alii articuli a quibusdam theologis collecti praeter 
superiores, qui propositi sunt. . 

Primus: Pueros in uteris etc. Non dicam longius pro defensione 
doctrinae Thomae cardinalis Cajetani in hac parte; tangam tantum 
quaedam, propter quae mihi videtur, articulum hunc non esse 
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damnandum. Primo quia sequeretur, quod fides sola veterum fuisset 
Majoris virtutis apud veteres quam apud nos, cum dicat Gregorius: 
“Quod apud nos valet aqua baptismi, hoc egit apud veteres pro 
parvulis sola fides”. Praeterea sequeretur, quod remedium unicum 
ad salutem non fuisset a Deo praeceptum sub ratione possibilis, si 
baptismo existente impossibili in re non juvaret parvulum baptismus 
in voto parentum cum oblatione parvuli Deo, signo crucis muniti, 
in nomine patris etc., quod remedium ut possibile redderemus, 
diximus, posse dari in casu necessitatis a diacono, a laico, a femina. 

Praeterea sequeretur, quod divina virtus, quae apud veteres non 
erat alligata sacramentis, cum sola fides parentum juvabat parvulos, 
post adventum Christi et revelatam virtutem ipsius fidei sese sacra- 
mentis alligaverit. Praeterea esset aliquis status hominis naturalis, 
id est status in utero, in quo mori potest sine aliquo remedio salutis. 
Denique Thomae ipsius cardinalis conclusionem, quam sub 
correctione ponit, considerandam propono, cuius haec sunt verba: 
“Caute et irreprehensibiliter ageretur, si periclitantibus in utero 
pueris ob maternam aegritudinem vel partus difficultatem benedictio 
in nomine Trinitatis daretur et causae discussio deinde divino 
-reservaretur tribunali. Quis scit, si divina misericordia huiusmodi 
baptismum in voto parentum acceptet? Ubi nulla incuria’”!®, 
sed sola impossibilitas exsecutionem sacramenti excludit.’ 

When Seripandus had finished his votum late at night on the 
gth February, two more vota had to be given:!”? namely by the 
seneral of the Servites, who is absolutely silent on our matter, (cf. 
uhses, p. 967) and by the general of the Carmelites, who had been 
bsent from the discussions and who sent his votum from the sick-bed: 

‘Vidi articulos propositos in quatuor ordines distinctos et ad 
primum et quartum ordinem nihil dicendem existimo. Convenio 
enim cum theologis et damnandos judico, adjectis tamen necessariis 
declarationibus quas non dubito Rdos et doctissimos Patres protulisse 
in Congregatione synodali . . .” (Ehses, p. 968). 

It must therefore be said that the votum of Seripandi came at the 
ery end of the discussions held during the first reading on the 
uggested condemnation of Cardinal Cajetan’s theory, a circumstance 
rhich, with a view to the fact that the famous theologian (‘une des 
umiéres du Concile’ Michel) undertook such a strong defence of 
ie latter, may not be left out for a right interpretation of what 
ight follow. 

Whereas Massarelli, the secretary of the Council, merely observed 
1 his catalogue of the ‘Censurae Patrum super articulis de 


Codd. Romani read ‘injuria’ instead of ‘incuria’. 

‘Deinde cum hora esset jam 24, cardinalis de Monte dixit, quod die lunae erit etiam 
ngregatio, in qua generalis Servorum dicet suum votum, et examinabuntur censurae 
per canonibus residentiae . . .’ (Ehses, p. 961). 
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sacramentis in genere, de baptismo et de confirmatione (8-21 
februarii 1547)’: 

‘De baptismo: Pueros in uteris matrum etc. Aliqui dixerunt, ut 
damnetur sub hac forma: Qui certo credunt salvari, et eandem vim 
habere illam observationem, quam baptismus habet; vel damnetur, 
sed addatur omnes pueros etc. certo salvari perinde ac si renati essent’ 


(Ehses, p. 972). 
thus noting some very essential modifications on which the 
subsequent voting would have had to pronounce, the presidency 
of the Council effected a substantial change by publishing under 
the date of February 26th, 1546 a scheme (Canones de sacramentis 
propositi examinandi) by which the article referring to Cajetan’s 
suggestion was simply expunged from the agenda: 
‘Articuli omissi in supradicto decreto ex eis qui patribus exhibiti 
fuerant. 
Ex quarto ordine .. . 2. Pueros in uteris maternis per invocationem 
Trinitatis et benedictionem salvari’ (Ehses, p. 986). 
The reason stated for this omission, is proposed in the following 
terms: 
‘Hic omittitur, quia non videtur pertinere ad baptismum’ (ibidem). 
The new catalogue was submitted for the discussion of the 
Fathers on Ist March 1547. The third voter referred explicitly to 
the suggestion of Cajetan and requested its condemnation: Turritanus: 
‘de omissis damnetur ille de baptizandis in uteris’ (Ehses, p. 987). 
The entirety of his votwm was, without reference to our particular 
point, approved of by Antibarensis: “Placent dicta per Turritanum’ 
(ibid.) and Senogalliensis: ‘Placent dicta per IIImum Giennensem 
et D. Turritanum’ (ibidem), whereas Armacanus and the general 
of the Servites asked explicitly for a condemnation: ‘et vellet 
damnari de baptizandis in uteris’ (Ehses, p. 987) and ‘De baptismo: 
censet, damnandum articulum de fide puerorum propria, et alios, 
qui omittuntur et examinati sunt’ (Ehses, p. 990). Against a con-: 
demnation were Fanensis: ‘Rogavit deinde Patres, ne Cajetanum: 
damnent in pueris in utero baptizandis’ (Ehses, p. 988), and Milensis,, 
who in general terms approves of the vorum of Fanensis (Ehses, 989)| 
as did Agathensis (Ehses, p. 988). Fifty-five other Fathers are either: 
absolutely silent on the omissions or approve in general terms of the 
decisions of the presidency to this effect. The question of Cajetan’si 
suggestion disappears herewith completely from the Acts of the 
Council.18 


ie Already during the first voting a large number of Fathers had been absolute | 
silent on the whole matter. 
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(b) Criticisms of Fr Leeming’s account of what happened at Trent 
during the discussion on Cardinal Cajetan’s theory. 


(i) The amendments on the proposed condemnation as made 
juring the first voting by several Fathers of the Council and which, 
as the catalogue of censures compiled by Massarelli suggests would 
nave been submitted to a second voting, are passed over in silence 
by Fr Leeming. These amendments contain, however, some essential 
modifications which should not be overlooked in a proper evaluation 
of what happened at Trent. 


(ul) The vota of Romaeus and Seripandi are equally passed over 
n complete silence by Fr Leeming, though they are (and particularly 
he votum of Seripandi) most probably of the utmost importance 
or a right understanding of the decision of the Presidency to 
withdraw the whole question from the agenda: Mgr Michel — 
whom we keep on quoting because Fr Leeming will hardly be 
lisposed to question this witness (cfr. The Clergy Review, p. 321, 
ar Leeming’ s third article), remarks with many others: 

‘Le dover de l’augustin Seripandi et les instances du Maitre 
Général des Dominicains firent épargner Cajetan’ (L’Ami du Clergé, 
2 juin 1938, p. 338). 

To my mind, it is quite misleading to omit the fact that the 
heory of Cajetan found an eminent defender in the person of 
seripandi, ‘Une des lumiéres du Concile’, particularly since it cannot 
ye ruled out that ‘the general mind of those present at the Council’ 
was influenced and changed by his plea. This brings me to the 
juestion, why the proposed condemnation of Cajetan’s view was 
xpunged from the agenda. 


(iii) On this point I am in open disagreement with Fr Leeming’s 
tatement which tends to give the impression that the reason for 
his condemnation not occurring was exclusively because 

‘they (viz. the Fathers of Trent) were persuaded that a Council 
convened against Protestants was not the proper place in which to 
condemn it’ (art. cit., p. 325). 

I do not deny that this consideration might have exercised an 
nfluence, and perhaps even a decisive influence, but it cannot be 
naintained historically that this explanation is the only possible 
me or even the decisive one. If it is true that the pleas of Romaeus 
nd Seripandi saved Cajetan from being condemned, one cannot 
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rightly claim simply that the reasons adduced by them against a 
condemnation were without any influence whatever on the course 
of events. But these pleas, while containing numerous reasons, do 
not insist on the reason indicated by Fr Leeming. It is in this context 
interesting to note that Umberg admits the possibility of the positive 
reasons proposed by Romaeus and Seripandi in defence of Cajetan, 
having made some impression: 

‘MOglich dass die Ausfiihrungen der beiden Ordensgenerale doch 
einigen Eindruck gemacht, nicht nur nach der rein persdnlichen 
Seite hin, dass man eine so bescheiden vorgetragene Ansicht eines so 
bedeutenden Theologen nicht als obstinat haeretisch verurteilen 
kénne, sondern vielleicht auch nach der sachlichen Seite hin, da die 
von Romaeus und Seripandi beigebrachten Griinde fiir die kajetanische 
Lehre nicht ganz ohne Gewicht zu sein schienen’ (art. cit., p. 459; 
italics ours). 

(iv) My main criticism, however, concerns the final conclusion 
of Fr Leeming about the influence of the proceedings at Trent on 
a theological judgement on Cardinal Cajetan’s theory. This 
conclusion is, moreover, attributed to Fr Umberg: 

‘. . . Father J. B. Umberg concludes that the large majority of 
Bishops who spoke on the subject wanted the proposition condemned; 
but as the ultimate decision was to withdraw it, the Council officially 
left the doctrinal question in exactly the same position as it was 
before’ (pp. 324-5). 

The actual decisive words of Fr Umberg are the following: 

‘Hatte das Konzil eine endgiiltige Entscheidung getroffen, so 
ware der Theologie ein absolut sicherer Weg gewiesen worden. 
Nun aber hat es die Frage — nach dem was die Akten uns direkt 
mitteilen— nur darum unentschieden gelassen, weil sie nicht zu 
dem vorliegenden Verhandlungsgegenstande gehGrte. Freilich kann 
es in Anbetracht der oben angefiihrten Anschauungen des Konzils 
weiter nicht zweifelhaft sein, auf welcher Seite der Entscheid nach 
rein natiirlicher Berechnung gefallen ware. Tatsachlich ist nun aber 
keine Entscheidung gefallen, und darum ist die Lehre Kajetan’s 
keine Haeresie. Es ware aber auch verfehit, aus dem Schweigen des 
Konzils auf irgendwelche Zulassigkeit derselben zu schliessen; das 
Konzil hat die Frage in derselben Lage belassen, in der sie sich vorher 
befand’ (art. cit., pp. 460-1). 

Or in other words: 


(1) Fr Umberg does not speak about the ‘doctrinal question’, 
but simply of the ‘question’. ; 
(2) Nor does he say that the Council ‘officially’ left the question 
in exactly the same position. Fr Umberg states on the 


442 


UNBAPTIZED INFANTS: MAY THEY BE SAVED? 


contrary that the Council, by its withdrawal of Cajetan’s 
proposition, omitted to indicate to theology ‘einen absolut 
sicheren Weg’ (an absolutely certain way). 


(3) Fr Umberg’s statement that ‘the large majority of bishops 
who spoke on the subject wanted the proposition condemned’ 
refers to the first voting, and he adds (here indeed he is 
exceedingly careful) a speculation as to what would have 
been the result of the second or final voting ‘nach rein 
natiirlicher Berechnung’, i.e. according to a guess made by 
purely natural reason as distinct from what might have 
happened (or did happen?) on a not purely natural level. 

His conclusion can therefore be summarized in the proposition 
vith which Fr H. Lennerz refers to the study of Umberg: 

‘Concilium ergo opinionem Cajetani neque damnavit, neque ullo 
modo approbavit, sed quaestionem reliquit in eo statu, in quo erat ante 
Concilium’ (De Sacramento Baptismi, ed. altera, Romae, 1948, p. 107). 

It should be noted, however, that the above conclusion of Fr 
ennerz and my own conclusions envisage the position of ‘the 
council’. They do not envisage any conclusions perhaps to be 
lrawn from the private opinions of those present at the Council. 
This argument concerns the possibility of a general agreement of 
heologians about the erroneous character of Cajetan’s view, with 
vhich we shall have to deal later. For the time being, it may suffice 
o draw attention to the defence of Cajetan’s suggestion undertaken 
yy Romaeus and Seripandi, to whom the title of ‘theologian’ cannot 
ye denied. It is therefore not quite correct to say: 

‘Theologians without a single exception reject Cajetan’s suggestion’ 
(p. 325) or again: 

‘The unanimity of theologians in rejecting Cajetan’s suggestion is 
most striking; not a single theologian can be named who defends it’ 
(p. 327; all italics ours). 

Fr Leeming himself quotes de Vega saying in 1572: ‘there are 
\ot lacking men both learned and Catholic, who from a certain 
indness of heart incline to the view of Cajetan’ (p. 328). In modern 
imes Cajetan has found an advocate in the theologian P. Héris; 
nd there are a good number of other defenders of the legitimacy 
f the doubts on the traditional thesis both of our own and former 
ges. Also a number of modern manuals which cannot be said to 
avour Cajetan’s view are notably more reserved than the theologians 
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quoted by Fr Leeming (cfr. below). Finally, for a right determination 
of the importance of this witness of theologians against the theory 
of Cajetan as discussed at Trent, attention ought to be given to 
the fact (mentioned in my introductory remarks) that Trent was 
dealing exclusively with the suggestion concerning the infants 
dying in utero, and not at all with his theory concerning infants 
dying after birth. 

Turning next to the other references of Fr Leeming to ‘the Council 
of Trent’, we read: 

(a) ‘In the sixth and seventh sessions of the Council of Trent, in 
January and February 1547, the theological commission had 
before it various statements of heretical doctrine about justi- 
fication, the sacraments and particularly Baptism. Among them 
was Luther’s assertion that Baptism was the same as Penance, 
since the sacrament without faith does not justify, whereas 
faith without the sacrament does justify. Whether because of 
these statements of Luther, or because of statements of Calvin, 
whose Institutiones were first published in 1536, and again in 
1539, the Council condemned anyone “who says that true and 
natural water is not necessary in Baptism and that therefore the 
words of Our Lord Jesus Christ ‘Unless a man be born again 
of water and the Holy Ghost’ are to be reduced to a kind of 
metaphor’. This Canon, whether directed against Luther or 
Calvin, tells heavily against any suggestion that the text is 
merely an affirmation that the grace of Baptism is necessary, and 
not actual baptism in water with the Trinitarian formula’ (p. 200). 

Father Leeming then refers in a footnote to a suggestion made 
by H. Vosen. To avoid giving the impression that the liberal positions 
can be identified en bloque with the theory of Vosen, it is useful, 
even necessary, to state that the overwhelming majority of those 
supporting the liberal view, and particularly those of our own 
times, are not in danger of reducing John iii, 5; ‘to a kind of 
metaphor’ and that therefore the adduced Canon of Trent does 
not ‘tell heavily against’ their suggestions, just as it does not tell 
heavily against the general doctrine on baptism of desire. Seripandi 
pointed to the notable difference which exists in this respect between 
the Lutheran or Calvinist heresy against which the Canon of Trent 
is directly intended, and the liberal view of Cajetan. The Council 
of Trent was concerned with the heretical opinions concerning 
baptism in general and the utility and obligatory character of infant 
baptism in particular. Whereas the heretics denied the latter, 
Cajetan — as was pointed out by Seripandi — only envisages cases 
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‘Ubi nulla incuria, sed sola impossibilitas exsecutionem sacramenti 
excludit’. The heretics likewise denied or underestimated the 
significance of the visible sacramentum, whereas Cajetan — as was 
again pointed out by Seripandi — spoke of baptism of water through 
the desire of parents, and insisted moreover on a visible sign or 
oblation. Thus there is a sharp line of distinction between the 
liberal theory of Cajetan and the heretical opinions of Luther and 
Calvin etc.; and this may very well be the reason why the presidency 
proposed the withdrawal from the agenda of Cajetan’s suggestion 
with the words: ‘Hic omittitur quia non videtur pertinere ad 
baptismum’, in as far as the latter was defended by Trent against 
the Protestant and other errors. It would therefore be very difficult 
to establish a similiarity on this point between these errors and the 
iberal theories en bloque or to refute the latter by the canon here 
adduced by Fr Leeming. 

(b) We read also: 

¢ “The Council likewise, in the Decree on Original Sin, 17 June 1546, 
defined that infants “derive original sin from Adam, which must 
be — necesse sit— remitted by the bath of regeneration for the 
attainment of eternal life’. The reference is here clearly to the 
Pelagian idea that unbaptized infants go to eternal life but not to 
the kingdom of God, and hence can only reasonably be understood 
in the context of that idea and its condemnation (2). 

Note (2): Cf. Denz. 102, the Council of Carthage of 418 against 
the Pelagians; Trent adopted almost all its words, but added “ad 
vitam aeternam consequendam”’, probably because the Fathers at 
Trent did not wish to renew the 3rd Canon of Carthage, but wished 
to make clear that unbaptized infants are excluded both from the 
kingdom of heaven and from eternal life’ (p. 201; italics ours). 

On this we may remark that the Decree on Original Sin intends 
o dispose of (a) the Pelagian heresy and (b) the heretical doctrines 
of the Protestants and others.*® 

The suggestion of Cardinal Cajetan and of the defenders of the 
iberal positions certainly cannot be identified with either heretical 
yosition, and it should therefore be proved accurately from the 
Acts of the Council themselves that ‘the Council’ or ‘the Fathers 
it Trent ... wished to make it clear’ that unbaptized infants — taking 
his expression in the univocal sense of Fr Leeming — are excluded 
yoth from the Kingdom of heaven and from eternal life’. If I am 
9 Cf. the catalogus ‘Haereses super peccato originali, lectae in generali congregatione 
ie mercurii’, 9 junii, 1546 (Ehses, vol. cit. p. 212). 
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not mistaken, these words of Fr Leeming imply that ‘the Council’ 
was here explicitly excluding the attempts of Catholic theologians 
to envisage a special type of baptism of desire by which infants 
unbaptized in re, could on their view be cleansed from original 
sin. If this was indeed its intention, it is somewhat difficult to 
understand why ‘the Council’, only a few months later, started its 
lengthy discussions on Cajetan’s view regarding infants dying in 
uteris matrum, which —as we have seen —left the question in 
exactly the same position in which it was before the Council. 
As to infants already born, the Acts do not, to my mind, provide 
sufficient evidence to substantiate the suggestion that ‘the Fathers 
at Trent’ intended explicitly to exclude the liberal theories of 
Catholic theologians. There are, in fact, a number of references to 
infants dying unbaptized, but an accurate proof that ‘the Council’ 
either directly or indirectly excludes these theories, would involve 
testing the various statements for their exact implications in the 
sense indicated throughout this article. 

(c) A third argument derived by Fr Leeming from the Council 
of Trent, states: 

‘The Council of Trent, in its Decree on Justification, 13th January 
1547, said that the passing from the state of being a child of the 
first Adam to the state of grace, after promulgation of the Gospel, 
“cannot take place without the bath of regeneration or desire of it — 
sine lavacro regenerationis aut eius voto — as it is written, ‘Unless 
a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter 
into the kingdom of God’ ”’. The votum is not said to be a personal 
act, but as it was always thus understood by the theologians who 
used the term, the presumption is that the Council also understood it 
in this sense. It is significant that the Franciscan, Andrew de Vega, who 
helped to draw up this Decree, alleges it against Cajetan’ (pp. 200-01). 

This objection cannot be raised in this form against any possible 
type of liberal theory, for the so-called ‘illumination-theory’ does 
suggest precisely a personal votum of these infants, grown into 
moral adults at the moment of death. 

Secondly, must we conclude from the Acts of Trent themselves 
that this difficulty was explicitly urged against Cajetan’s view in 
the Council itself? To my knowledge, there is no conclusive evidence 
that this Decree was generally felt to make Cajetan’s suggestion 
impossible, let alone that ‘the Council’ felt that way. Thirdly, Fr 
Leeming himself admits that we are not faced with a formal definition 
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is to the nature of this ‘votum’, but rather with the ‘presumption’ 
hat the Council understood the term as it was usually understood 
yy the contemporary theologians. It would therefore appear not 
together impossible that there should be an eventual orthodox 
levelopment to a more liberal concept of what this votwm might be. 

I have already indicated the possible lines of this development 
yy comparing it to the development of the doctrine ‘extra ecclesiam 
vulla salus’. 


(3) ‘The Church’ and the doctrine on Limbo; the Bull ‘Auctorem 
ridei’ of Pius VI (1794). 

‘The term “Limbo” has occasionally tended to cloud the issue. 
There are different views about the exact nature of life in Limbo, 
and because of these differing views some conclude that the whole 
subject is involved in doubt. This is a manifest mistake. 

Four questions are distinct: 

(i) Do infants who die unbaptized go to heaven? The Church, as 

* the evidence from the second century demonstrates, answers 
this question with a decided ‘‘No”’. 

(ii) Do such infants suffer the same punishment as those who die 
in actual mortal sin? The Church answers this question also 
with a decided ‘‘No’’, 

(iii) Are they in some kind of an intermediate state, best called the 
“children’s Limbo’? Granted the answers to i and ii, this 
question concerns a mere matter of terminology; but the term 
“Limbo” has been in use in the Church since the thirteenth 
century and to reject it would be at least rash. 

(iv) Are such infants happy in the life to come? etc. . . .” (p. 329). 

‘The general sense of the Church may be gathered from the 
condemnation of Ricci’s objection to Limbo by Pius VI, in the Bull 
Auctorem Fidei of 28th August 1794 . . .’ (the text of this condemnation 
follows.) 

‘Now, the immediate import of this condemnation is to deny that 
the children’s limbo was identical with the “‘eternal life’ imagined 
by the Pelagians; and the force of Pius VI’s words falls upon the 
charge of heresy made against a teaching very common among 
Catholics. The strict letter would not touch anyone who said that 
Limbo was a permissible opinion, but that he himself did not hold 
it. This, however, is of relatively small importance; what is of the 
greatest consequence is the assertion that “the faithful passim speak 
of the children’s limbo”. This is undeniable evidence that the teaching 
of theologians was not a bookish matter or confined to lecture 

_ rooms, but was widely spread among the faithful at large and was 

accepted by them’ (p. 211). 
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Fr Leeming does not say that the Bull Auctorem Fidei directly 
teaches Limbo. On this he is perfectly right and in sound disagree- 
ment with not a few contemporary theologians. But he maintains 
that only ‘the strict letter’ would fail to touch anybody who said 
that Limbo was a permissible opinion but that he himself did not 
hold it, and this-implies that except for the ‘strict letter’ this document 
contains a certain teaching on Limbo, as follows also from the 
assertion: ‘The general sense of the Church may be gathered from 
the condemnation of Ricci’s objection to Limbo by Pius VI, in 
the Bull Auctorem Fidei’ (my italics). 

(a) These statements stand in direct opposition to a very recent 
doctoral thesis on the subject, presented by Fr Paul Hill, M.s.c., to 
the authorities of the Gregorian University and accepted by them 
i 1952. The thesis itself (Doctrina theologorum post Tridentinum 
de existentia Limbi, 24th March 1952) is still unpublished, but its 
author has kindly consented to write the following summary for 
publication in this article. 

‘Limbo can be denied in two ways, namely by saying that all 
infants who die without Baptism are in the fires of hell —or by 
saying that they are all saved and in heaven. The only document of 
the Church with the very word Limbo is D. 1526 (the Bull Auctorem 
Fidei by Pius VI), and in this case the Jansenists held that such 
infants were in hell, and thus ridiculed the teaching of the Catholic 
theologians about a middle place or state called Limbo. 

N.B.— The Church did not condemn the Jansenists because 
they denied Limbo, but because they held that the defenders of 
Limbo were guilty of the heresy of Pelagius (cf. D. 1526 “‘fabula 
pelagiana”). Of great importance is the fact that in this document 
the Church has not a fixed and certain teaching about the existence 
of Limbo, but was merely defending the common teaching of that 
time from calumny... 

At present the existence of Limbo is denied for a very different reason, 
namely not because these infants are in hell-fire but because they 
are in heaven. The various theories that attempt to save these infants 
are obviously confronted with the teaching regarding the necessity 
of Baptism. However, many theologians wish to refute these theories 
by saying that they deny the existence of Limbo. This method is 
false as far as 1 can see, since the supposition — Limbo exists — is 
itself not absolutely certain. I think that I have shown quite 
conclusively in my thesis that at least such an argument to overthrow 
the existence of the new theories is not tenable’ (letter 2nd June 1954). 

201 wish, however, to make it clear that Fr Hill cannot be quoted as a defender of 
the liberal theories. The questions of the non-salvation of these infants and of the 


existence of Limbo are not at all identical ones, notwithstanding the occasional 
tendencies of Fr Leeming to identify them (p. 67 bottom, pp. 71, 210, 328, cte.). 
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(b) In as far as these statements of Fr Leeming are based upon 
is pon of the following clause of the document: 


. locum illum inferorum oe limbi puerorum nomine fideles 
passim designant), in quo . 


ney would also seem to be uncertain. 


Fr Leeming translates this clause by 


‘which the faithful everywhere — passim — call the children’s limbo’ 
(p. 211), 
nd he identifies this with ‘the assertion that “the faithful passim 
— everywhere — speak of the children’s limbo” ’ (ibidem). 

It may be that this is a right deduction from the document; and 
may also be that the ‘fideles’ here refers to the ‘faithful’ as distinct 
om the theologians. The text itself, however, need not be under- 
food in this way. This is the very first document in which the 
rm ‘limbo’ occurs, and it is therefore understandable that this 
rm Should be introduced in the sense of Michel’s translation: 


‘locum illum inferorum) appelé vulgairement limbes des enfants’ 

(L’Ami du Clergé, 6 juin 1935, p. 364 b.); 
oreover, the word ‘fideles’ can perhaps be understood in the 
snse that it was meant to distinguish the Pelagian meaning given 
) this term by the Jansenists from what was understood by Catholics 
ithin the Church, by the ‘fideles’, the orthodox ones, the faithful. 
foreover, it should not be forgotten that some holders of liberal 
reories do not deny the existence of Limbo but only the 
onsignment there of all categories of unbaptized infants. 


) Other documents of the Church. 


Besides the documents generally considered the principal ones 
he anti-Pelagian documents of early times— the formulas of 
nocent III and the formula occurring in the definitions of the 
ouncils of Lyons and Florence as well as in the various professiones 
dei — the formula of the Decree for the Jacobites — the documents 
> Trent — the Bulla of Pius VI Auctorem fidei), there are a number 
> other documents which cannot be disregarded in our context: 
(a) the placing on the Index of various works defending certain 
types of liberal theory (cf. above); 
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(b) the documents forbidding the ecclesiastical burial of unbaptized 
infants (which, however, considered in their canonical context 
would — per se loquendo — not seem to exceed the statement 
that these children were never subjected to the jurisdiction of the 
visible Church, and that they are therefore incapable of duties 
and rights within the visible Church, cfr. Canon 87); 


(c) various provincial synods approved of by the Holy See (Fr 
Mulders refers e.g. to the Decreta C oncilii Provinciae Coloniensis 
(1860), Pars J, Tit. VII, c. XXX, Coll. Lac. V, c. 320, and to 
the Acia et decreta Concilii Plenarii Americae Latinae in Urbe 
celebrati, Romae 1900, especially Tit. V, cap. II, De Baptismo, 
N. 492, 0.c. p. 214, cfr. Bijdragen, 1948, p. 210); 


(d) various decrees and replies given by different Roman Con- 
gregations. (Cf. the documents emanating from the Congregation 
de Propaganda Fide or from the Holy Office, referred to by Fr 
Leeming on p. 196). 


(e) the Catechism of Cardinal Gasparri and, in general, the vast 
majority of older catechisms which either directly teach the 
non-salvation of these infants or else presuppose it, 


(f) the recent Address of Pope Pius XII to the Italian Catholic 
Union of Midwives, 29th October 1951. (Text and commentary, 
cfr on pp. 196-8 of Fr Leeming’s second article.) 


All these documents, at the very least, presuppose the traditional 
thesis of the non-salvation of these infants and in this sense ‘confirm’ 
it. It will, however, have to be asked in each particular case what 
the dogmatic value of the document in question is and whether 
its contents do in actual fact envisage the impossibility of any 
type of baptism of desire for any category of infants dying without 
the sacramentum in re. An answer to these questions should pay 
attention to all the restrictions and nuances proposed in the modern 
discussions as well as to the manifold suggestions reported or made 
in the preceding pages. As long as these questions have not been 
settled definitely, the liberal theories cannot be said to be 
theologically free ones; on the other hand, it should not be 
presupposed too easily that the documents in question do in actual 
fact answer the questions which are put to-day. Only a prolonged 
and most accurate study can determine the precise dogmatic value 
of these and other ‘confirmations’ of the traditional thesis as 
contained in various documents of the magisterium. As far as I 
know, no such study has so far been published. 
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The recent Allocution of Pope Pius XII is in this context, of course, 
of particular interest. The document in question 


(a) 


(b) 
(c) 


(d) 


does not reveal the characteristics of an infallible ex-cathedra- 
pronouncement, but ranges in the category of the ordinary 
papal allocutions; 

is not directed to the universal Church, but to a particular 
group of Catholic Midwives; 

does not mention or condemn the liberal theories explicitly, 
but leaves reasonable doubts, as to whether the Holy Father 
intended explicitly to settle the recent discussions about the 
tenability of doubts against the obligatory character of the 
traditional thesis. 

Taking all these restrictions into account, one must admit, 
on the other hand, that this allocution is a pronouncement 
of the supreme ordinary magisterium which would appear 
to ‘confirm’ the traditional thesis. 


As to the effects of this allocution on the modern discussions, 
s importance has so far not been widely understood. Those 
heologians who after 1951 wrote in favour of the liberal views or 
yho manifested doubts against the traditional thesis, were either 
maware of the relevant remarks contained in the address or else 
id not think them to be a decisive argument against their views. 
xplicit references to the allocution are extremely rare on both 


ides. 


Up to the beginning of this year I had only noticed the 


ollowing reaction of A. Minon, on occasion of which I informed 
'r Leeming of the existence of this papal pronouncement. Whereas 
'r Leeming finds in the allocution a decisive argument in favour of 
is views, A. Minon is far more reserved in his judgement: 


‘Evidemment, en pratique, on a de quoi consoler les parents 


éplorés en leur présentant la doctrine des limbes et en suggérant que 
peut-étre les enfants qu’ils pleurent jouissent d’un bonheur surnaturel. 


Cela ne nous doit pas empécher cependant de maintenir fermement 


la doctrine de Ja nécessité du baptéme, moyen normal du salut. 

Tout récemment, Sa Sainteté, le Pape Pie XII, se plagant a un point 

de vue pratique, recommandait a un groupe de sages-femmes de ne 
~ rien négliger pour procurer aux enfants le saint baptéme. 


solution large qu’il n’envisageait pas; mais il confirmait plutot, 
sans l’imposer la sentence la plus stricte. Voici ses paroles. . . 


Dans ce discours, le Pape ne prétendait certes pas exclure la 


_ (A. Minon, art. cit., p. 392). 
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It will be interesting to observe the reactions from both sides, 
once the allocution has come to the notice of everybody writing 
on the subject.” 


(B) A Few CriticAL REMARKS CONCERNING THE ARGUMENT 
‘Ex CONSENSU THEOLOGORUM’ 


This argument is in fact a very important one, but it is at the 
same time extremely difficult to handle, as is nearly always the case 
with this particular theological argument. 


21 This is what Fr Van Roo says on the matter after having copied the relevant passages 
of the Decretum pro Jacobitis, of the Catechismus Romanus, of the Coricilium Provinciae 
Coloniensis and of the Address of Pope Pius XII: 

‘From the outset I wish to make it clear that this series is not presented as giving 
a definite answer to our question. Only the first of the four texts is taken from a 
solemn definition of Catholic faith in the Decretum pro Jacobitis, and the portion 
which concerns us is not itself the object of a definition . . . Finally the teaching of 
the present Holy Father makes more explicit the contents of the three preceding 
texts. In the present economy there is no other means than baptism of communicating 
supernatural life to the child which has not yet the use of reason: though an act of 
love can suffice for an adult to acquire sanctifying grace and supply for the lack of 
baptism, this way is not open to an unborn or newly-born child. 

What is the force of these documents? They represent an element of the ordinary 
teaching of the Church, an extension of the teaching concerning the necessity of 
baptism. Without prejudice to the question of the possible dogmatic value of these 
propositions, the two series of texts certainly give evidence of a conviction of the 
Church which supports two essential steps in the reasoning on which the common 
teaching of theologians rests: the impossibility of baptism in voto for infants, for 
whom baptism in re is the unique means of salvation; the supposition that as a matter 
of fact some men die with only original sin (a supposition which can hardly apply 
to anyone if not to the unbaptized infant). 

The nub of the whole question is the impossibility of baptism in voto. Only the 
Church itself can indicate whether the conviction hitherto noted in the ordinary 
teaching of the Church is a dogmatic truth, or at least a conclusion necessarily 
connected with the revealed truth of the necessity of baptism. Jn the meantime it is 
practically impossible to determine the question (italics ours). One can say that the 
Church is not concerned with philosophical questions about the absolute possibility 
of the illumination theory, for example, but that it teaches de facto in the present 
economy of salvation the impossibility of baptism in voto for infants. The question 
returns, however, for unless this impossibility itself is a revealed truth, it seems to 
be a conclusion which has originated in a simple conviction of absolute impossibility, 
or in simple unawareness of some possibilities. We are in the presence of a sensus 
Ecclesiae, indeterminate and unsatisfactory as this term may be’ (art. cit., Gregorianum, 
1954, pp. 470-1). 

On page 473 of his article, Fr Van Roo refers again to the papal allocution and 
asks whether the Church has so far given a sign of approval to the defenders of the 
liberal view ‘looking to the Church for a sign of encouragement’. He answers: ‘No 
such sign has been given. Without exaggerating the dogmatic force of the recent 
statement of the Holy Father on the necessity of baptism for infants, one can say 
certainly that it offers no hope to anyone seeking for a sign of approval of a theory 
of personal desire on the part of the infant . . .” This is, however, not the same as to. 
say that the papal allocution excludes definitely all attempts in the direction of the’ 
liberal theories. Cfr. in this context also the final paragraphs of Fr Van Roo’s study | 
as quoted below. ; 
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Two distinct questions have to be considered, first, the more 
yeneral one concerning the principles which govern the use of this 
irgument, and secondly its particular application to our problem. 
As to the first question, we may note that the general principle is 
xplained by Fr Leeming in the following words: 

‘It is generally held that moral unanimity of theological judgement 
persisting over a long period, is a sure index of the mind of the 
Church’ (p. 328). 

What is here meant by ‘theological judgement’, and what by ‘a 
ure index of the mind of the Church’? A really clear and 
inambiguous further description has never been provided by Fr 
eeming, even though his general and somewhat vague principle 
s to a certain extent clarified by the words which follow immediately 
yn the words quoted: 

“We may well ask: Upon what subject, before a formal definition, 
has there been a clearer, a more unanimous, and a more persistent 
agreement than upon this assertion that it is part of the faith that 
infants dying without Baptism are excluded from heaven?’ (ibid.; 
italics ours). 

Even this formula is ultimately lacking in accuracy, for it remains 
0 be seen what is here to be understood by the clause ‘that it is 
art of the faith’. Does this mean that a technical or unerring 
onsensus theologorum requires that a doctrine has been proposed 
s being revealed, and hence has to be believed fide divina? Does it 
jean that a doctrine has been proposed as being so bound up with 
1e revealed doctrine that it cannot be questioned without danger to 
uith or religion? or what else does it mean? In other words, which 
recise nota theologica must have been assigned to a certain doctrine 
) as to qualify it for use in an authoritative argumentum ex consensu 
heologorum. What type of theological judgement is required? 
hat these questions are not just idle ones, may be gathered from a 
ymparison of what the manuals teach concerning the various 
sprees of certainty to be deduced from such a consensus, with the 
9tae theologicae referred to on different occasions by Fr Leeming 
yp. 321, 326 ff., etc.) as establishing such an authoritative agreement. 

Coming next to the application of this argument to our precise 
-oblem, we may note that it needs great accuracy to determine 
e exact object of what former theologians taught to be ‘a part 
‘the faith’ in their teaching on the fate of these infants. I have 
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developed this point in connection with St Augustine’s teaching: 
did he teach as being ‘part of the faith’ that any type of baptism of 
desire is impossible in the case of infants, or can and must his 
teaching be understood in the sense that no infant would partake 
in the vision of God without having first received the benefits of 
Redemption in Christ through ‘Baptism’? Did later theologians 
exclude explicitly any possible type of baptism of desire in this case, 
or are they only concerned with some particular suggestions in this 
direction? Do they teach as being ‘part of the faith’ that Baptism 
in re is the only possible means of salvation in this case because 
they are for psychological or other human reasons convinced that 
baptism of desire is impossible, or do they teach explicitly that it is 
‘part of the faith’ that no such possibility exists? Or are they perhaps 
only thinking of the heretical attacks, and do they for this reason 
proceed from the heretical suggestions and terminology without 
referring to anything like the later suggestions of Catholics? These 
questions cannot be answered by asking rhetorically: 

‘Let them ask themselves’ (i.e. those who have manifested doubts 
concerning the theological certainty of the traditional thesis) ‘if 
they are prepared to say that about unbaptized infants St Cyprian 
and St Augustine were mistaken, St Gregory of Nazianzus was 
mistaken, St Innocent I, St Leo, St Gregory the Great . . . were all 
mistaken, and mistaken in declaring that something is part of Catholic 
faith, when in fact it is not’ (p. 330). 

These questions can, on the contrary, only be answered by a 
scrupulously accurate account of what each particular author in 
fact declared to be ‘part of the faith’. My previous remarks on the 
use of the patristic evidence as made by Fr Leeming, seem to justify 
the conclusion that perhaps not all the necessary precautions have 
always been strictly observed by him. 

Nor can it be said that consultation of ‘one hundred representative 
theologians’ is sufficient to establish an authoritative agreement of 
the morally universal theological teaching. Due consideration 
should be given to those authors who are not so outspoken in 
favour of the classic view, and even of those who opposed it openly. 
The evidence of the twentieth century can safely be ruled out from 
Fr Leeming’s list. For the time after Cajetan it is interesting to note 
that there have always been some writers who openly disagreed 
with the classic view, and who were apparently left free to do so. 
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Is this fact a sufficient indication that there is, technically speaking, 
no moral unanimity? And, still more important, Fr Leeming does 
not seem to take into account the notable difference in the assign- 
ment of the nota theologica as given respectively to the general thesis 
(p. 321) and to the one opposed to the teaching of Cajetan (pp. 326-7): 
“. . . the Conventual, de Laurea, d. 1693, remarks that some call it 
(the opinion of Cajetan) heresy, some error, some rashness, but that 
he himself leaves to canonists the precise assignment of theological 
censure, being satisfied that it is not a safe view’ (p. 327; italics ours). 

Is this censure sufficient to guarantee de Laurea’s view as a 
‘theological judgement’ such as is required for an unerring and 
authoritative agreement that all possible types of liberal theory 
are against something which is ‘a part of Catholic faith’? Nor can 
the following remark be said to be conclusive: 

“Modern writers say much the same (as de Laurea) and, as 
sufficient indication that it is unsafe, (namely the view of Cajetan) 
many quote Pallavicini’s statement that St Pius V ordered the view 
eto be omitted from Cajetan’s text’ (p. 327).”” 

Here again, is such an appeal to the alleged order of St Pius V 
to omit the relevant passages from the works of Cajetan, really a 
sufficient indication that all those authors provide a ‘theological 
judgement’ as required by a technical argument ex consensu 
theologorum? 

As far as I have been able to study the question of the use of this 
argument I think that it cannot be solved so easily as Fr Leeming 
would appear to suggest.” 


227t is not altogether certain that St Pius V ordered this view to be omitted from 
Cajetan’s text. (Cf. P. Héris, art cit., La Maison Dieu, X, 1947, p. 95.) Nor is there 
any evidence whatever for what reason this view was ordered by the Pope to be 
omitted, if he ever gave an order to this effect: with a view to the whole situation, 
as well as to the particular circumstances of this publication, it cannot be ruled out 
that such an omission was ordered perhaps not so much because the opinion of 
Cajetan was heretical or anything like it, but because it was inopportune to have it 
divulged in this particular edition and at this particular time. 

23 Never has the question of the lot of these infants been considered so accurately 
as in the most recent literature quoted in Part I. I have limited myself to those authors 
who are of the opinion that the classic view is not a theologically certain thesis. But 
it is at the same time very interesting to note that not a few modern manualists who 
cannot be said to have challenged the classic view, are notably more reserved in the 
assignment of the theological qualification of this latter and far more nuanced in 
their treatment of the different types of liberal theory. Cf. i.e. Dr Ludwig Ott, 
Grundriss der katholischen Dogmatik, Herder (Freiburg), 1952, pp. 131-2; Ludov. 
Lercher, s.J., Institutiones Theologiae Dogmaticae, ed. tertia retractata a Prof. Fac. 
Theol. Oenipontanae, IV, 2, pars prior, Oeniponte, 1948, pp. 138-40; Jos. Mors, s.J., 
De Sacramentis in genere, De Baptismo, De Confirmatione, De Eucharistia. ed. altera 
emendata, Bonis Auris (Argent.), 1951, pp. 139-40, to quote but some examples. 
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I do not wish to say that there is no technical and unerring 
agreement of the theologians, let alone that the whole argument 
can easily be dismissed on account of my suggestions. Quite the 
contrary. I am of the opinion that this argument is of the greatest 
importance, but I think at the same time that it has to be re-examined 
and tested in the way I suggested, and that, to my knowledge, 
no adequate study of this precise point has so far been published. 


5. General conclusions. 


I have come to the end of my study, and I shall be expected to 
summarize my results in a few lines. We have seen, first of all, that, 
to-day, a considerable number of theologians have manifested 
doubts on the theological certainty of the classic view according 
to which infants cannot attain to the beatific vision if they have not 
been baptized in re. We have also noted that some of these 
theologians are of high repute as well as specialists in matters of 
history of dogma, and that quite large sections of the Magisterium 
ordinarium appear to permit the spreading of these views, not only 
in strictly technical publications, but also in writings destined for 
the use of future priests, of priests engaged in the vineyard, of 
catechists and of the faithful at large. I have in this context pointed 
specially to the fact that there is a great variety of liberal positions, 
and that one cannot simply deny them all by the use of arguments 
which in actual fact do not touch the ‘more carefully argued and 
prudent positions’. I then examined some statements made in a 
series of recent articles written by Fr Leeming and published in 
The Clergy Review, and I have concluded that, notwithstanding 
the great merit of these articles in so far as they draw attention to 
the abundant historical evidence, it cannot be said that they provide 
a definitive interpretation of these materials, and that they quite 
frequently do not meet the questions raised in the modern literature 
of the subject. From this, however, it does not follow that the classic 
view can be freely abandoned. I have reported many questions which 
are put to-day, and have added some suggestions of my own. But 
it is one thing to ask questions or to make suggestions, and quite 
another to provide an answer. It has never been my intention to 
take up a position, but I may summarize my own point of view in 
the following short consideration: With a view to the fact that the 
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classic view has in the past been considered, and is still widely 
considered, to be an at least theologically certain thesis, the liberal 
theories cannot be said to be theologically tenable unless they have 
been proved to be such. And such a proof has, as far as I am able 
to judge, not yet been published. What at the present moment seems 
to be of the greatest importance is that the problem should be put 
accurately, more accurately than has so far generally been done, 
and that the whole positive and historical evidence should then be 
tested in the light of an accurate status quaestionis. It remains, of 
course, well within the range of probability that the Holy See will 
clarify the position by an authoritative pronouncement, but until 
this happens, it seems that only a most accurate research along the 
lines I suggested will clarify the question whether all possible types 
of the liberal theory can and must definitely be excluded. In this 
situation, of course, prudence must be counselled not only to those 
who are too optimistically convinced that they may freely challenge 
or deny the classic view, but also to those who suppose that an 
uncritical reproduction of the classic arguments in defence of the 
traditional view will help to solve a problem which, in actual fact, 
is far more complex and intricate than they appear to realize. *# 


[As we go to press Fr Gumpel has communicated to us a 
considerable batch of fresh bibliographical and other material. 
We are unfortunately not able to print this, but readers may 


4 It has not been my purpose here to examine the arguments frequently adduced by 
he defenders of the liberal theories with a view to the thesis that the classic view 
nay be abandoned freely. For a right evaluation of many of these arguments I may 
efer to the study, already mentioned, of Fr Van Roo, s.J., in Gregorianum, 1954, 
vhich is mainly concerned with this precise point. I think that I can agree with 
yractically everything said by him in this respect, with the exception, however, of 
ertain remarks against Fr G. Mulders, s.J., occasioned by the situation described by 
ne when giving the bibliographical indications of the latter’s publications. 

I am also in full agreement with the last words of Fr Van Roo in which he describes 
lis Own position: 

‘Given the present state of the question, then, I should say that one is not free 
to affirm that all the infants are saved, or that all infants dying unbaptized are 
given a means of salvation other than baptism in re, so that everyone would 
determine his own eternal lot. 

On the other hand, as matters stand now, the question is not definitively and 
irrevocably closed. We are in the presence of a theological tradition whose 
critical evaluation may well call for more delicately nuanced positions; and of 

- a sensus Ecclesiae whose dogmatic force can be determined ultimately only by a 
dogmatic decision of the magisterium (art. cit., p. 473). 


457 


THE DOWNSIDE REVIEW 


note that the following additions should be made. To the older 
bibliography: Christian Hold and Francis Bonal,0.F.M. To the 
recent bibliography: An anonymous writer in the Apologetische 
Blatter Jhg. 9, 1945, Prof. André Gigon, 0.P., Dom Pius Zottl, 0.5.B., 
F. Loidl, Dom Carl J. Jellouschek, o.s.B.,.L. Richard, P.s.s., 
P. Tiberghien. Scholars requiring the precise bearing and references 
will be able to obtain them from Fr Gumpel at the Pont. Collegium 
Germanicum et Hungaricum, Via S. Nicolo da Tolentino, Roma. 
Ed.] 
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R. F. Trevett, etc. 


AND SON 


A. J. PAYNE; F.B.0.A., F.S.M.C. 
assisted by 
N. MARSHALL, F.S.M.C, 
D. H. BRIGNALL, F.B.O.A., F.S.M.C. 
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HOURS : 9 a.m.—6 p.m. Thurs. 9 a.m.—l p.m. Tel. 2423 


Srancis Tucker 
and Company Limited 


ESTABLISHED 1730 


CHURCH VESTMENTS 
CANDLES ‘Ve G9” STATUARY 
METALWORK STAINED GLASS 
SILVERWARE STATIONS OF 
WOODWORK THE CROSS 


price list available on request from 
THE MANUFACTORY, 100 YORK ROAD 
LONDON, S.W.11 


TELEPHONE : BATTERSEA 932] 
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Haven Fisheries 


LTD 
GRIMSBY DOCKS & FLEETWOOD 
Telephone Telegrams 
3809 Grimsby ‘Haven’? Grimsby 
8278 Fleetwood ‘sHaven’’ Fleetwood 


also an associate Company at Hull 
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Capital subscribed . £,2,042,471 
Capital paid up . £,2,042,471 


GUARDIAN 
Assurance Co. Ltd. 


ESTABLISHED 1821 


Head Office: 


68 KING WILLIAM STREET 
LONDON, E.C.4 


Branches and Agents throughout the World 


CHAIRMAN : 
THE RT. HON. LORD BLACKFORD, D.S.O., D.L., J.P. 


DEPUTY CHAIRMAN : STANLEY J. ADAMS, ESQ. 
VICE-CHAIRMAN : SIR ALEXANDER AIKMAN, C.I.E. 
GENERAL MANAGER : F. R. NORTON, F.I.A. 


THE COMPANY 
transacts all the principal classes of 
Insurance Business 
and acts as Trustee and Executor 


TOTAL INCOME : £ 18,125,000 
TOTAL ASSETS : £,48,353,000 


Medieval French Drama 


GRACE FRANK 30s. net 
* . . . this book manages to be scholarly, human 
and succinct . . . ’—Birmingham Post 
‘ . .. this workmanlike book by an American scholar 


is welcome. It embodies the latest knowledge and 
theory in brief and is the first book in English to do so.’ 
—New Statesman, 


The Book of Margery Kempe 
1436 


A Modern Version by W. BUTLER-BOWDON 
with an Introduction by R. W. CHAMBERS 


Caxton’s successor, Wynkyn de Worde, published in 
1501 A shorte treatyse of contemplacyon taught by 
our lorde Ihesu cryste, or taken out of the boke of 
Margerie kempe of Lynn, an eight-page pamphlet 
containing brief quotations. This was thought to be all 
that remained of the work, but in 1934 the whole 
original manuscript was found and published in the 
modernised version reprinted in this new edition. 
Since its publication in June this year, it has been 
greeted warmly and as a standard volume in the 
World’s Classics many more people will be able to 
appreciate this major addition to English literature 
and devotional self-revelation. 5s. net. 
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STONE FIRMS LTD 


Head Office BATH Telephone 3248-9 


LONDON PORTLAND GLASGOW LEEDS LIVERPOOL 
(25971) (Royal 6501) 


(Victoria 9182/3) (2276) (Giffnock 3050) 


Catholic Records Press Exeter 
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